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FINAL
GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

MISSOURI NATIONAL RECREATIONAL RIVER

Cedar and Dixon Counties, Nebraska
Yankton, Clay, and Union Counties, South Dakota

This Final General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement presents three alternatives for the
future of the Missouri National Recreational River: a continuation of existing conditions (no-action) alternative, a
resource protection/tecreation (preferred) alternative emphasizing protection and enhancement of biologic

values and the history and culture of the area, and a recreational emphasis alternative. In both acticn alternatives,
the Corps of Engincers {COE) and the National Park Service (NPS) would manage the area through a coopera-
tive agreement. The Corps of Engineers would function as the day-to-day manager of the water-related resources,
while the National Park Service would administer the land-related resources. The agencies would work together
where their responsibilities overlapped.

The environmental consequences of implementing the alternatives were analyzed. The no-action alternative
(alternative 1) would continue the current cooperative agreement and would provide a baseline for comparison of
the other alternatives. Alternative 2 (the preferred alternative) would provide for maintenance and protection and
enhancement of biclogical values. It also would provide for management activities that would emphasize the
history and culture of the river and its surroundings. Alternative 3 would provide increased recreational emphasis
on the river. Partnerships with local entities would be sought to provide services in all alternatives.

The boundary in alternatives 2 and 3 is the same. It differs slightly from the existing boundary in alternative 1 for
the recreational river. Some areas were deleted because they were not river related. Some historic sites and some
new lands were added where the river has eroded a wider channel. All boundaries include important examples of
the river’s outstandingly remarkable resources.

The Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement was on public review from October 15,
1998, to December 16, 1998. The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised to reflect substantive
comments and concerns received during the comment period, and the text has been refined and clarified as
necessary. A record of decision on the final plan will be issued 30 days after this final document has been made
available for public review, as announced in the Federal Register. For additional information about this plan,
contact the superintendent, Missouri National Recreational River, P. O. Box 591, O'Neill, Nebraska 68763-
0591, telephone: 402-336-3970; or the chief, Environmental Analysis Branch, Planning Division, U. S. Army
Cortps of Engineers, 215 North 17th St., Omaha, Nebraska 68102-4978, telephone: 402-221-4598.

United States Department of the Interior » National Park Service
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers




SUMMARY

This Final Environmental Impact Statement presents and analyzes three alternatives for management of
the Missouri National Recreational River. The three alternatives are a continuation of existing
conditions (no action), a preferred alternative that emphasizes protection, restoration, and enhancement
of biologic values and the history and culture of the area, and a recreational emphasis alternative.

ALTERNATIVE 1: CONTINUATION OF EXISTING CONDITIONS (NO ACTION)
Description

Under the no-action alternative current management practices would continue. The National Park
Service would continue to manage the recreational river, the Corps of Engineers would continue its
current management presence, and the 1980 General Design Memorandum would remain in effect, The
cooperative agreement would continue to be followed for bank stabilization, land acquisition, and
recreational facility development. The National Park Service and the Corps would continue to be
responsible for developing management plans and submitting budget requirements. Ranching and
farming would continue under the management of individual property owners, and existing residential
and other private development areas would remain. New residential development could be built within
the boundary from time to time. Land acquisition along the river by counties and both states for
recreational sites and access might continue.

Administrative staff for the recreational river would continue to be in the Omaha District Office.
Maintenance would remain the same, law enforcement would continue to be provided by state and local
authorities, and the staffing needs would be minimal. Resource management would be carried out by
the Corps of Engineers and the National Park Service. Natural resources would mostly be managed and
protected by private property owners and state wildlife agencies. Preservation/protection of cultural
resources would be guided by the Corps’ General Design Memorandum.

The visitor experience would be limited generally to current activities and interpretation available on
the river. Current visitor activities would not be expected to change and recreational use within the
recreational river would remain primarily local, with the possible exception of Ponca State Park.
Existing roads and public river access would be maintained, and development of new public river
access would likely occur slowly. Users would continue to be primarily local people. Controls over
private and commercial development would be limited to federal floodplain restrictions and state and
county restrictions.

The boundary would remain the same as that described in the 1978 legislation.

Impacts

Geologic features, mineral resources, fish and wildlife species (including threatened and endangered
species), and air/water quality would not be affected. Land use without controls could affect
streambanks and floodplains, and soil erosion could continue. Impacts on prime and unique farmland
would gradually continue from riverbank erosion and from landowners. Natural vegetation surface area
and species composition would continue to decline. Fish and wildlife habitat loss could occur, but
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SUMMARY

future modification of water release levels and seasonal timing might improve conditions for some
species. There would be adverse impacts on streambanks even with some mitigation efforts.

Most historic resources would continue to be protected, but impacts on cultural resources cannot be
accurately predicted.

Visitors would have limited knowledge of what the recreational river offers, and management of visitor
use would continue. Continued trends could result in a loss of agricultural land to erosion and a loss of
natural resources if mitigating measures were niot effective. Increased use and continued conversion of
agricultural land to residential and other private development might have a net adverse impact on the
county government through the demand for county services,

ALTERNATIVE 2 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
Description

Under the preferred alternative the Corps of Engineers and the National Park Service could develop a
revised cooperative agreement, with each having specific responsibilities (the NPS role would be
somewhat larger than now). The primary emphasis would be maintenance or enhancement of natural
and cultural resources, streambank protection, maintenance of scenic qualities as seen from the river,
low levels of visitor use, and public understanding of the area through interest group involvement. The
rural scene would be maintained, intrusive development would be restricted, and maintenance of the
landscape through local govermnment and private means would be encouraged. Easements, zoning, and
tax incentives would be used.

COE and NPS managers could combine existing facilities if deemed efficient to do so. Maintenance
would increase slightly from present levels because there would be few new visitor facilities. Two new
boat ramps would be provided on the South Dakota side, and a bike trail would be provided on the
Nebraska side. Local, state, and federal governments would have existing law enforcement
responsibilities, and cooperative relations would be sought. The Corps would have minimal support
staff.

Essential streambank erosion control could be allowed on a case-by-case basis, and purchase of rapidly
eroding banks from willing seller might be considered. Natural resource management would act to
restore wildlife, instream habitat, and the natural function of the river. Under joint leadership of the
Corps of Engineers and National Park Service, other agencies, local entities, and private owners would
work together for the protection and enhancement of biologic values. A primary emphasis would be on
protection of species of special concern. Management activities would emphasize the history and
culture of the river and its surroundings.

The visitor experience would emphasize the continuation of high-quality wildlife observation, hunting,
fishing, and boating experiences. The interpretive theme emphasis would be on the Missouri River’s
natural systems. Development of new visitor or staff support facilities, including river access, would not
be extensive. State and local govermnment actions to maintain the landscape outside the boundaries or to
provide tour routes and overlooks would be encouraged through partnerships, technical assistance, and
financial assistance.

The boundary would be similar, with alterations, to that in the 1980 Maragement Plan and the 1980

General Design Memorandum. The boundary would be the downstream end of the Gavins Point Dam
excavated discharge channel (downstream boundary of the Lewis and Clark Project), 59 miles
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downstream to Ponca State Park, Nebraska. The National Park Service might identify and include
historic and archeological sites that are not contiguous to the river. State and local government actions
outside the boundaries would be encouraged through partnerships, technical assistance, and financial
assistance.

Impacts

Geologic features, mineral resources, soils, air, noise, and water quality would not be adversely
affected. Prime and unique farmland would be retained. Fish and wildlife species would benefit, and
there would be long-term beneficial impacts on vegetation as well. Threatened and endangered species
would not be adversely affected. Floodplains and wetlands would not be affected except the
construction of proposed boat ramps might cause insignificant impacts. Proposed programs and efforts
would help prevent adverse cumulative impacts on cultural resources; however ,if additional funding
and personnel were unavailable to carry out proposals, resources might be adversely affected.
Prehistoric resources would be protected, and ethnographic resources would benefit.

Types and levels of recreational use would not change significantly. A small localized increase in land-
based visitor use would occur in the vicinity of the proposed bike trail. Boat ramp development would
have location and construction constraints that should preclude impacting the least tern and piping
plover. Localized increases in land-based recreational use could occur within the recreational river,
Socioeconomic resources would generally benefit from the proposals.

ALTERNATIVE 3 (RECREATIONAL EMPHASIS)
Description

Actions proposed under alternative 3 would essentially be the same as alternative 2, except that
enhanced recreational opportunities would be provided for visitors under alternative 3. A revised
cooperative agreement would be implemented as described under alternative 2, Visitor use would be
encouraged without destroying the special qualities of the river. There would be increased, but
dispersed, access points. Private and public recreation development would remain and future
opportunities for expansion would be sought. In addition to construction proposed under alternative 2,
this alternative would also provide for construction of two to four primitive campgrounds. Interpretation
of cultural resources would be important for resource protection as well as for visitor education and
enjoyment. Some compatible private development such as campgrounds to accommodate expanded
visitor opportunities would be encouraged without adversely affecting significant natural or cultural
resources. Maintenance and other administrative activities would increase because of additional
facilities and increased visitation.

The boundary under alternative 3 would be the same as described for alternative 2. Assistance on
adjacent land outside the boundary would be the same as alternative 2, except that local entities would
be encouraged to foster the development of tour routes and scenic overlooks along the river. The
National Park Service would work cooperatively with local governments to provide more sites for
visitors to learn about the history of the river and the region and might assist with planning of scenic
roads outside the boundary.




SUMMARY
Impacts

There would be no expected impacts on geologic processes or features, physiography, paleontological
resources, mineral extraction activity, or prime and unique farmland. Trends of declining native
vegetation would probably be stabilized but active improvement of native vegetation from restoration
projects would be less likely than from alternative 2. Wildlife and habitats would be protected,
threatened and endangered species would not be adversely affected, and wetland and floodplain
protection would generally be improved. Air and water quality would not be affected. No impact is
expected on noise. Cultural resources would benefit from greater interpretation and preservation
information if staffing and funding were available.

Visitor use would increase because more recreational activities and interpretive programming would be
offered. The proposed campgrounds, boat ramps, and bike trails would create an increase in land-based
visitor use in the vicinity of such construction. Socioeconomic resources would generally benefit from
proposed actions.
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PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PLAN

The Missouri National Recreational River (MNRR) was added to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
System in 1978 (PL 95-625) by an amendment to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Act). Section 3 of
the Act states that the federal agency charged with administration of a component of the national wild
and scenic rivers system shall prepare a management plan to provide for the protection of river values.
The legislation adding the MNRR to the national wild and scenic rivers system gave administrative
responsibility to the secretary of the interior, acting through the National Park Service. The legislation
directed the secretary of the interior to enter into a cooperative agreement with the secretary of the
army, acting through the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), to provide recreational river features,
appropriate recreational development, and construction and maintenance of streambank protection work
as deemed necessary by the secretary of the army. In 1980 the U. S. Department of the Interior prepared
a management plan for the MNRR (Heritage Conservation and Recreation Services 1980), and the
COE prepared a general design memorandum (COE 1980) to expand on the conceptual program
identified in the management plan.

The 1980 Management Plan was only partially implemented for several reasons. Subsequent to the
completion of the 1980 plan, three species that are found in the MNRR were added to the federal list of
threatened and endangerd species. If fully implemented, the plan could be incompatible with protection
of these species; therefore, analysis of the potential impact is needed. In addition, some present-day
federal policies act as constraints that have impacted the COE’s ability to fully implement the
management plan. For instance, the COE’ policy requires that the development of recreational facilities
be cost-shared, and there have been few cost-share partners on the MNRR. Federal law places
restrictions on using federal funding for streambank protection on private lands. Also, federal
construction of new bank protection structures, even for public land, has low budgetary priority. The
1980 plan needs to be updated to address concerns related to threatened and endangered species and,
given the existing constraints, identify strategies to meet management objectives.

This Environmental Impact Statement addresses issues that have resulted in only partial implementation
of the 1980 Management Plan. It presents overall approaches to land protection, resource management,
interpretation, recreational development, and visitor use. The document also contains an analysis of the
environmental consequences of each alternative. A final General Management Plan will set forth the
general direction for managing the MNRR over the next 10-15 years.




CONTEXT FOR THE PLAN

OVERVIEW OF THE RIVER

The Missouri River begins at the juncture of three tributaries at Three Forks, Montana, and flows
southeast for 2,300 miles before joining the Mississippi River a few miles north of St. Louis, Missouri.
It is the longest river in the United States, if the tributary mileage above Three Forks is included in its
total length. The river shared with the Oregon and Santa Fe trails the distinction of being one of the
three main thoroughfares to the Far West and was the great waterway of prehistoric Indians, Lewis and
Clark, fur trappers, and settlers.

The river is harnessed in its upper and middie reaches by a series of six multipurpose dams and
reservoirs, and in its lower reaches, it has been channelized. The 59-mile segment of the Missourt
River, from Gavins Point Dam to Ponca State Park, Nebraska, is one of the few remaining reaches that
remains in a relatively natural condition.

The river forms the boundary between Nebraska and South Dakota. On the Nebraska side, the land
along the river ranges from a relatively leve! floodplain to steep, tree-covered bluffs. There is a
relatively level floodplain on the South Dakota side. Riverbanks vary trom relatively flat, sandy beach
areas to vertical faces 10 to 15 feet high where active erosion is taking place. The river varies from a
meandering stream to a braided stream, depending on the location and river stage. The floodplain width
between banks averages over 2,000 feet and varies from 600 feet to over | mile. Primary channel
depths usually average between 10 and 20 feet with occasional 40- to 50-feet-deep scour holes.

Severe erosion is common. High bank erosion continues, with accretion limited to lower elevation bars,
which are considerably less fertile than the higher bank areas formed prior to completion of the dams.
This river segment was designated as a national recreational river because of the significant natural,
recreational, and cultural qualities that are worthy of preservation. These include the backwater marsh
areas, open sandbars, and cottonwood forests that provide wildlife habitat. Endangered and threatened
species, such as the interior least temn, piping plover, pallid stargeon, and bald eagle, all use the river,

Cultural resources include historic and prehistoric archeological sites, historic architectural and
engineering features and structures, and resources of significance to American Indians. Important
cultural resources include the Indian Hill, Schulte, and Wiseman archeological sites, ethnic settlements
and farms, sunken steamboats, and landscape features noted by Lewis and Clark along what is now the
Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail.

This section of the Missouri River has the potential to be a major recreational resource because it is
near several large population centers. Developed sites have become increasingly popular, but public
access points and facilities for recreational use are limited. These facilities have been developed by

federal, state, county, and city governments and by private interests.
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Context for the Plan

LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND

The purpose of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (1968) is to protect certain select rivers and their
immediate environments for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations. To qualify for
this protection, these rivers must be free-flowing, relatively undeveloped, and possess one or more
“outstandingly remarkable” scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, cultural, or similar values.
Preservation of selected rivers in a free-flowing condition was intended to complement the dams,
diversions, and other construction on key streams. There are over 10,000 miles of protected riverways
in the national wild and scenic rivers system.

In 1977 the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers recommended recreational river designation of the 59-mile
segment of the Missouri River between Gavins Point Dam and Ponca State Park in the Review Report
for Water Resources Development, Missouri River, South Dakota, Nebraska, North Dakota, and
Montana (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1977). This review report is informally known as the umbrella
study. The purpose of the umbrella study was to study the Missouri River System and make
recommendations regarding water resource development. The Department of Interior cooperated in the
umbrella study and urged the Corps to recommend designation of this segment under the Act.

On November 10, 1978, Congress amended the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act by adding the 59-mile
segment of the Missouri River to the system (Public Law 95-625). Several diverse parties worked
together to develop and support the legislation designating the Missouri National Recreational River.
These parties represented a variety of interests and included the South Dakota and Nebraska .
congressional delegations, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, game, fish, and parks departments from
both states, and the Missouri River Bank Stabilization Association, which represents landowners along
this river segment seeking protection of their property from river erosion (166 Congressional Record,
S518526-9, daily ed. October 12, 1978).

Statements in the Congressional Record clarify the impetus for designating the Missouri River National
Recreational River. It states that:

This Corps’ recommendation was acted upon by all parties involved as a solution to the very knotty
problem of how to implement needed bank stabilization while at the same time protecting wildlife
values. It also presented a unique opportunity for recreation along the last vestige of the natural
Missouri much as it was before it underwent massive development (letter from Senator George
McGovern, Senator Carl Curtis, and Senator Edward Zorinsky).

To address the interests of the various groups supporting designation, the establishing legislation
includes the following statement:

The secretary of the army shall condition the construction or maintenance of any streambank
stabilization or any recreational river feature . . . upon the availability to the United States of such
land and interests in land in such ownership as he deems necessary to carry out such construction or
maintenance and to protect and enhance the river in accordance with the purpose of this Act,

This language provides that in order for there to be new construction of any bank protection structures,
the landowner who is to benefit from it must also make available land for the protection of biologic
values. This was to ensure that there would be no bank stabilization without protection of wildlife and
recreational values, and was agreed to by all parties involved with the designation (166 Congressional
Record, $18526-9, daily ed. October 12, 1978).




INTRODUCTION
Public Law 95-625 and an analysis of this law are included as appendix A in this document.

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act provides that boundaries must be set and that a comprehensive
management plan must be prepared by the managing agency. Section 10 of the Act requires the
managing agency to emphasize the protection of “esthetics, scenic, historic, archaeologic, and scientific
features. Management plans . . . may establish varying degrees of intensity for its protection and
development, based on the special attributes of the area.”

Rivers in the system are classified as wild, scenic, or recreational on the basis of the amount of access
and development existing at the time of designation. “Wild rivers are rivers, or sections of rivers, that
are free from impoundments and generally inaccessible except by trail, with watersheds or shorelines
essentially primitive and waters unpolluted. Wild rivers represent vestiges of primitive America. Scenic
rivers are those that are free of impoundments, with shorelines or watersheds still largely primitive and
shorelines largely undeveloped, but accessible in places by roads. Recreational rivers are those that are
readily accessible by road or railroad, that may have some development along their shorelines, and that
may have undergone some impoundment or diversion in the past.”

Although the classification criteria allow for varying levels of development at the time of designation,
this does not imply that additional inconsistent development is allowable in the future. The Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act prescribes a nondegradation and enhancement policy for all designated rivers
regardless of classification. Each component must be managed to protect and enhance the values for
which the river was designated while providing for public recreation and resource uses that do not
adversely impact or degrade those values.

Qutstandingly Remarkable Values

By virtue of its inclusion in the system, the MNRR was designated to preserve its free-flowing
condition and its outstandingly remarkable values [section 1(b) of the Act]. The legislation adding the
recreational river to the system specifically references the Corps’ umbrella study, which describes in
detail the outstandingly remarkable values that made this segment eligible for inclusion within the
system. These outstandingly remarkable values are cited as recreational, fish and wildlife, historical,
and cultural.

The umbrella study also peinted out specific riverine areas that were recognized as having
outstandingly remarkable natural values. These areas include the river setting at Goat Island, chutes
paralleling Goat Island, the entrance of the James River, high bank shoreline forests, and sandbar
clusters. The Nebraska wooded bluff, particularly at river miles 763, 776, and 787 (U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers 1977), is also included.

PURPOSE OF THE RIVER

Purpose statements were developed to focus direction and set priorities for the General Management
Plan. The following purpose statements provide the reason(s) for which the river area was set aside.

preserve the river in a free-flowing condition and protect it for the enjoyment of present and future
generations

10



Context for the Plan

provide streambank protection compatible with the river’s significant natural and cultural resources

preserve the significant recreational, fish and wildlife, and historic and cultural resources of the
Missouri River corridor

provide for a level of recreation and recreational access that does not adversely impact the river’s
significant natural and cultural resources

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RECREATIONAL RIVER

Significance statements for the river were also developed. These statements describe the river’s
importance to our natural and cultural heritage and also what makes it special in the national system of
protected rivers.

Natural

The habitat within the 59-mile segment of the recreational river corridor supports at least 44
federal- and state-listed sensitive species, including the endangered pallid stargeon and interior
least tern and the threatened bald eagle and piping plover. These species make up more than half of
the threatened and endangered species found in Nebraska and South Dakota.

The riverine and riparian habitats within the river corridor provide important wildlife habitat.

The 59-mile segment is one of the last representative parts of the undammed, unchanneled middle
Missouri River. It features a section of the river meandering in an older, wider river valley not
found on the other undammed, unchanneled Missouri River sections. The large river environment
found on the 59-mile Missouri River segment is rare on the Great Plains.

Cultural

The Missouri River was the principal highway to the northern plains used throughout prehistoric
and early historic times. The 59-mile segment retains a historic landscape similar to that
experienced by travelers over the centuries and captured in the writings and illustrations of early
explorers,

The number and variety of prehistoric and historic resources along the river attest to the long
history of human use. Prehistoric villages, the route of Lewis and Clark, steamboat wrecks, the
territorial capital of Yankton, and ethnic settlements have the potential for enriching visitors’
understandings of past and present cultures.

Recreational
The 59-mile river corridor provides high-quality outdoor recreation, including high-quality fishing,
hunting, trapping, and boating. Opportunities for birdwatching and other wildlife observation

abound,

The 59-mile Missouri River segment supports recreation on a large, relatively natural river.
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INTRGDUCTION

The river valley provides scenic vistas of a variety of natural landscapes such as bottomlands,
cottonwood forests, wooded draws, forested hills, sand dunes, high-bank islands, wetlands, and
chalkrock bluffs.
DESIRED FUTURE CONDITIONS
Desired future conditions statements describe a broad conceptual idea of what the river could be like,
based on the resource conditions and visitor experiences desired. The desired objectives and the future
condition of the river are described in the present tense. They describe a vision for the area and describe
how the designated river might appear.
Landscape Preservation
Development along the river is managed so that the views along the river have a character similar to
that which has existed from 1978 to the date of this plan. Construction of a Vermillion-Newcastle
bridge would not be precluded but would require a determination under section 7 of the Wild and

Scenic Rivers Act.

The natural visual quality of the river corridor is restored where possible and man-made intrusions
are subdued.

Extensive areas along the river provide wildlife habitat and scenic views under natural conditions.
Bank stabilization protects critical areas and reduces the rate of river widening; the majority of
banks retain their natural appearance without stabilization.

Visitor Use

Visitors know about river-related recreational activities and know that the recreational river is part
of the wild and scenic river system.

Visitors enjoy the character of the rural agricultural scene, complete with the braided, wide
Missouri.

Visitors have a sense of discovery on the river reminiscent of Lewis and Clark and early travelers.

People continue to enjoy high-quality wildlife observation, hunting, fishing, and boating in a
relatively natural setting.

People of all ages and abilities enjoy a variety of recreational activities that do not interfere with
other people and that do not adversely impact river resources.

Water safety information is provided and visitors have a sense of security on the river. Health and
safety considerations are appropriate and allow for recreational activities on the Missouri River.

There are a variety of opportunities available for visitors to learn about the Missouri River’s natural
and cultural heritage.
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Context for the Plan

Scenic vistas are incorporated into the road and trail systems.

Public access points along the river are adequate in number and distribution and contain facilities
for a variety of river-oriented outdoor recreational opportunities.

Visitor facilities are developed with sensitivity to private ownership, resource protection, and public
health concerns.
Natural Resources

Plants, animals, and their habitats are protected, maintained, enhanced, and whenever possible
restored.

The designated river segment is allowed to function naturally to the greatest degree possible.
Water and air quality support native species and visitor use.
Threatened and endangered species habitat is protected and enhanced.
Natural resource use does not adversely impact the other resource values of the designated river
segment.

Cultural Resources
Significant archeological, historical, and ethnographic resources within the river corridor are
identified, protected, and interpreted for the public,

Administration

Local, state, and federal agencies, community groups, advocate organizations, and individuals act
in cooperation to protect and enhance the resources.

The Corps of Engineers was specifically authorized to provide construction of such recreational
river features and streambank stabilization structures as the secretary of army deemed necessary and
advisable, and to operate and maintain the streambank stabilization structures.

HISTORY OF THE PLANNING PROJECT

The river management planning process for this project was influenced by internal federal (Corps of
Engineers and National Park Service) planning guidance as well as adherence to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The National Environmental Policy Act requires that a full range of
alternatives be considered, that public opinion be considered during the process, and that alternatives be
analyzed for their impacts on the environment. A no-action alternative must be included to serve as a
baseline for existing conditions.
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INTRODUCTION

The National Park Service established an office in O’Neill, Nebraska, in October 1991. One of its roles
was to establish local relationships with the people, organizations, and governments in the five-county,
two-state area. Within the National Park Service, planning responsibilities were shared by the office in

O’Neill, the NPS Denver Service Center, and the Midwest Regional Office in Omaha.

The National Environmental Policy Act encourages cooperation throughout the planning process. The
presence of local county planning team representatives was important because of their knowledge of
and sensitivity to local concerns and because counties are able to adopt comprehensive plans and
zoning ordinances to manage land use within their boundaries. The planning team also included
representatives of federal and state agencies that had either jurisdiction or special expertise on this
portion of the Missouri River. The legislation designating the river assigned overall administrative
authority to the National Park Service, but responsibility for construction of bank stabilization,
recreational facilities, and other recreational river features was assigned to the Corps of Engineers. In
addition, an existing cooperative agreement between the National Park Service and the Corps of
Engineers delegated many of the day-to-day management responsibilities for the river to the Corps.
Because of these co-management responsibilities, the National Park Service and the Corps are co-lead
agencies in preparation of this Environmental Impact Statement. As the Missouri National Recreational
River is downstream of the Missouri River mainstem reservoir system, the management of the MNRR
segment cannot supersede the existing water control operations for authorized purposes of flood
control, navigation, power generation, recreation, water supply, and fish and wildlife.

Other people and agencies have also been consulted, including officers and members of the Missouri
River Bank Stabilization Association (MRBSA), a local organization of property owners,
conservationists, hunters, fishermen, and boaters. The Association was the driving force behind the
movement that culminated in the inclusion of this segment of the Missouri in the national wild and
scenic river system. This effective organization earned the Outdoor Recreation Achievement Award
from the secretary of the interior in 1978 for its work on designation of the recreational river.

A management plan was prepared by the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service in 1980. {This
agency was later incorporated into the National Park Service.) The recreational river boundary included
about 16,951 acres. In July 1980 the Corps of Engineers prepared the Missouri National Recreational
River General Design Memorandum MRR-1 to implement the plan. That plan has been only partially
implemented due to federal policies that require cost-share sponsors for recreational development and
that limits the use of federal money for streambank protection on private land. The National Park
Service, in the 1991 appropriation act, was given $150,000 to prepare a updated revision of the 1980
Management Plan.

Scoping meetings for the new general management plan were held in Lincoln, Newcastle, and Omaha,
Nebraska and Vermillion and Yankton, South Dakota in 1992. Concerns expressed by the public
included streambank protection, environmental protection, lack of public access and facilities, and
retention of private landownership.

RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHER PROJECTS

National Park Service

Reconnaissance Survey Report. A related report was prepared for a proposed national recreation area

in Knox and Boyd Counties, Nebraska, including the area adjacent to Lewis and Clark Lake and the
Missouri, Niobrara, and Verdigre Creek National Recreational Rivers. This report was mandated by the
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Context for the Plan

Niobrara Scenic River Designation Act of 1991. While resources are of state and local significance, the
National Park Service concluded that most of the resources of the study area are not of sufficient
national significance to justify a national recreation area. The report was completed in June 1998 and
forwarded to Congress. Congress must act to implement any recommendations of that report.

Missouri/Niobrara/Verdigre Creek National Recreational Rivers General Management Plan. The
39 miles of the Missouri River between the headwaters of Lewis and Clark Lake and Fort Randall Dam
were designated as a recreational river in 1991. At the same time, the lower 20 miles (the law
incorrectly said 25 miles) of the Niobrara River and the lower 8 miles of Verdigre Creek were also
included. A separate General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement was released for
those river segments. These plans address nearby areas and are not directly related to this plan.

Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail. The Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail, commemo-
rating the Lewis and Clark expedition’s route from the Mississippi River to the Pacific Ocean and
return, includes this section of the Missouri River. The National Park Service administers the Lewis and
Clark National Historic Trail through an office in Madison, Wisconsin. A comprehensive plan for
management and use of the trail was completed in 1982. The plan had a number of recommendations
for the trail along the sections of the recreational rivers covered by this plan. The trail study provides
excellent information on the area and recommends treatment of historic resources and public education,
but its recommendations are not binding on planning for the recreational rivers. The trail plan is general
in nature. Future planning for the Lewis and Clark Trail would conform to goals and actions proposed
in this General Management Plan.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

The Corps of Engineers has responsibility for management of Missouri River water control operations,
including flood control, navigation, and power generation, water supply, irrigation, recreation, and fish
and wildlife. Its policy is not to budget for stabilizing streambanks (unless specifically appropriated by
Congress) or constructing recreational facilities, as these are not a high priority budget item. A policy
change would require a directive from Congress or the secretary of the army and/or policy exceptions.
‘When it appears to be in the best interest of the government, the Corps of Engineers can request policy
exceptions. This Environmental Impact Statement recognizes the constraints the current Corps pelicy
places on the Corps’ capability to stabilize streambanks and develop recreational facilities and
recommends alternative strategies to address these issues.

Guidance for operating the Missouri River mainstem system is provided by the COE Master Water
Control Manual. This manual is under review by the COE Missouri River Region office to determine if
the current plan or another alternative best meets the current needs of the basin. As part of the revision
process, the effects of alternative water flows in the system are being evaluated for economic (flood
contrel, navigation, hydropower, water supply, recreation} and fish and wildlife needs.

This Environmental Impact Statement is consistent with the existing COE Master Manual and
recognizes that the Master Manual is being updated. While flow releases from the dam are outside the
scope of this plan, as administrator of the MNRR, the National Park Service favors an alternative that
would protect and enhance the values for which the MNRR was included in the national wild and
scenic rivers system. In reaching a decision on the Master Manual update, the Corps would need to
balance the needs of the MNRR with the other needs of the Missouri River basin.
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The COE Gavins Point Project has both fee and easement land that is included in the recreational river
designation, Fee and easement land acquired by the Corps of Engineers would continue to be managed
by them directly in cooperation with other federal and state agencies. These lands are managed for
recreational uses which are consistent with this General Management Plan.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has responsibility for administering the Endangered Species Act.
The Service has listed the interior least tern as an endangered species and the piping plover as a
threatened species. In 1990 the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued a jeopardy opinton on the
continued existence of these two birds, which nest along sandbars on this and other portions of the
Missouri River. They required the Corps of Engineers to prepare a recovery plan implementing
alternatives, conservation recornmendations, and measures to remove or reduce jeopardy to the birds.
Each year the Corps of Engineers prepares an annual work plan to manage habitat in the Missouri River
to achieve these objectives.

Informal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was inttiated by the National Park
Service in a memerandum dated December 23, 1994, In addition, coordination with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service on the management of the recreational river has occurred by their participation on the
planning team.

The pallid sturgeon was federally listed as an endangered species in 1990. A recovery plan for the
pallid sturgeon has been prepared. The Corps of Engineers is on the recovery team for the pallid
sturgeon.

Recovery plans exist for all eight threatened and endangered species: the peregrine falcon, whooping
crane, interior least tern, pallid sturgeon, American burying beetle, piping plover, bald eagle, and
weslern prairie fringed orchid.

If other species are listed, actions would be required to provide for their continued existence. This plan
should provide the flexibility to define and accommodate such future needs.

South Dakota and Nebraska Departments of Transportation

The Nebraska Department of Roads and the South Dakota Department of Transportation, in
cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration, have proposed building two new bridges over
the Missouri River, the Vermillion-Newcastle Bridge and the Mertdian (Yankton) Bridge. The first
would connect Vermillion, South Dakota, to Newcastle, Nebraska, linking South Dakota Highways 19
and 50 to Nebraska Highway 12. In South Dakota the road shoulders would be extended to provide
bike paths. The bridge would allow a more direct agricultural and commercial trade between the two
states, and access to medical, educational, and recreational facilities would be improved. The presence
of the bridge would likely increase recreational use along this portion of the Missouri River. Two
alternative crossing arcas were considered — near Myron Grove Crossing and along Deer Creek at
Mulberry Point. The crossing at Mulberry Point was selected. A Final Environmental Assessment and
section 4(f) evaluation was approved by the Federal Highway Administration, the South Dakota
Department of Transportation, and the Nebraska Department of Roads on October 12, 1995.
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The Meridian (Yankton} Bridge is still in planning, but the idea is to replace an existing bridge that is
structurally unsound with a modern one in the same corridor.

Primary bridge design has been completed. Bid letting for construction of the bridge is scheduled for
fall 1999. Section 7(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act states that “no department or agency of the
United States shall assist by loan, grant, license or otherwise in the construction of any water resources
project that would have a direct and adverse effect on the values for which such river was established,
as determined by the Secretary charged with its administration.” A water resources project is defined as
a project that impacts the bed or bank of a designated river.

The National Park Service has prepared a section 7 evaluation for the proposed Vermillion-Newcastle
bridge (NPS 1997). The section 7 evaluation was prepared to indicate whether the proposed bridge is
consistent with protecting the outstandingly remarkable values of the MNRR. The section 7 evaluation
concludes that as long as certain mitigating measures are included in the project plans for the proposed
bridge, it would be consistent with protecting the outstandingly remarkable values of the MNRR. An
interpretive pullout is planned to help mitigate impacts of bridge construction on the river.

The secretary of the interior is charged with administration of this river as a component of the national
wild and scenic rivers system. The National Park Service is obligated to make the section 7
determination on behalf of the secretary of the interior. In making the section 7 determination for this
proposed bridge and afl future water resources projects, the National Park Service will evaluate the
impact of the project on the free-flowing character and outstandingly remarkable values for which this
segment of river was designated as a component of the national wild and scenic rivers system. The
Meridian Bridge will require a section 7 evaluation by the National Park Service before construction.

The studies preceding and recommending designation of the MNRR describe the outstandingly
remarkable values as recreation, fish and wildlife, historic, archeological, and cultural. In addition,
specific river features were identified as having outstandingly remarkable natural values. These features
inctude the river setting at James River Island, the entrance of the James River and the Missouri River
chutes paralleling James River Island, the general shoreline forest dominated by cottonwood trees,
clusters of sandbars, and the Nebraska wooded bluffs (BOR 1971, HCRS 1978, and U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers 1977).

State of Nebraska

Nebraska's State Comprehensive Qutdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP), prepared by the Nebraska Game
and Parks Commission (NGPC), details recreational facilities, demands, and needs on a statewide basis.
The plan points out that there has been an increasing demand for water-based recreation in the past in
response to the creation of lakes. The plan argues that some of this demand would shift to nonwater-
based activity if water is not accessible. The Nebraska SCORP generally recognizes a need for
increased recreational facilities in the Missouri National Recreational River area and encourages the
development of those facilities. This Environmental Impact Statement is consistent with the Nebraska
SCORP.

A Comprehensive Trails Plan for the State of Nebraska (1994) includes this segment of the Missouri
River in its Lewis and Clark Resource Corridor. The corridor extends from the Omaha Indian
Reservation at Macy to Niobrara State Park. The corridor includes both the 59- and 39-mile segments
of the Missouri River, plus Lewis and Clark Lake State Recreation Area and Niobrara and Ponca State

17




INTRODUCTION

Parks. The trail connects Nebraska’s three Indian reservations and opens important economic
development opportunities for the state’s Indian communities. A secondary shoulder trail is
recommended along scenic Highway 12 from Ponca to Crofton, with a multiuse trail proposed to
connect Ponca to Ponca State Park. North of Bow Valley, a route through St. Helena would provide
access back to the Missouri River. A multiuse trail would connect Crofton to both the Nebraska and
South Dakota shores of Lewis and Clark Lake.

State of South Dakota

The South Dakota Department of Game Fish and Parks (SDGFP) has prepared the State
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP 1991-1995). This plan details statewide
recreational facilities, demands, and needs. Fishing, powerboating, and waterskiing needs were
identifted in the southeastern part of the state. These needs could be fulfilled through additional marina
development on Lewis and Clark Lake. The SDGFP also manages wildlife areas adjacent to the river.
The South Dakota SCORP generally recognizes a need for increased recreational opportunities in the
MNRR area and encourages the development of those facilities. This General Management Plan is
consistent with the South Dakota SCORP.

Lewis and Clark Natural Resources District

The Lewis and Clark Natural Resources District, headquartered in Hartington, Nebraska, includes
portions of Knox, Cedar, and Dixon Counties. Nebraska natural resource districts provide a number of
cost-share programs and services to local property owners. Their role and programs are defined
elsewhere in this document. The roles and program of the Lewis and Clark Natural Resources District
are consistent with and could help further the objectives of this General Management Plan.

County Plans

Clay County, South Dakota, has prepared both a zoning ordinance and a subdivision ordinance. Land
subject to flooding or deemed to be topographically unsuitable for residential development would not
be subdivided. Natural features and cultural sites are to be held in “due regard” when evaluating a site
for subdivision potential. With the exception of the city of Vermillion, land aiong the Missouri River is
located in the F-1 Floodplain Conservation District. Agriculture, forestry, fish hatcheries, and public
parks and recreation areas are permitted uses in the F-1 District. Special-exception uses in this district
include single-family dwellings, public utilities, golf courses, and private outdoor recreation areas. The
minimum lot size for this district is 2 acres. This district has a 75-foot setback from the “median water
line.” The county auditor currently serves as the zoning administrator.

County zoning is a land use management tool that could be used to protect land adjacent to the
Missouri National Recreational River. The National Park Service would work with local officials to
develop standards consistent with the objectives of this General Management Plan.

Yankton, Clay, and Unicn Counties in South Dakota participate in the National Flood Insurance
Program (INFIP), administered by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Because of
this participation, flood insurance is available within this corridor. Each of these counties have Flood
Insurance Rate maps available. These maps contain the 100-year flood boundary (zone A), determined
by approximate methods, but do not contain 100-year flood elevations and floodway boundaries. The
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Corps, Omaha District, completed a detailed floodplain information study that includes the 100-year
flood boundaries and elevations for the Missouri River. The counties that participate in the insurance
program have the responsibility to control development within the 100-year floodplain under the
FEMA program. Failure to control development within the 100-year floodplain may result in losing
their participation in the insurance program.

Cedar and Dixon Counties in Nebraska do not currently participate in the insurance program. Flood
insurance is therefore not available. There are no Flood Insurance Rate maps available for these
counties. There is, however, the Corps’ Missouri River Special Flood Hazard information that can be
used to determine 100-year flood elevations.

This Final General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement recommends new
development be either outside the 100-year floodplain or floodproofed to 1 foot above the 100-year
floodplain. Therefore, this plan is consistent with the National Flood Insurance Program.

Union County, South Dakota, has adopted a subdivision and zoning ordinance. A Floodplain
Conservation District adjacent to the Missouri River consists of the land identified on zone A of the
Flood Insurance Rate map for the county. Permitted uses in this district include agriculture (and one
associated dwelling unit if the tract is greater than 5 acres), wildlife refuges, and public recreation areas.
Signs shall not be greater than 10 square feet. Permitted conditional uses include private recreation
areas, hunting and fishing resorts, and boat docks and marinas. The county employs a land use
administrator to review proposals for compliance with the county zoning and subdivision ordinance.

Planning district III prepared a zoning ordinance for Yankton County, South Dakota; however, it was
voted down by county residents.

Neither Cedar nor Dixon Counties in Nebraska have zoning ordinances.
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ALTERNATIVE 1: CONTINUATION OF EXISTING CONDITIONS (NO ACTION)

GENERAL CONCEPT AND PHILOSOPHY

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act directed the secretary of the interior, acting through the National Park
Service, to prepare a comprehensive management plan for the Missouri National Recreational River
(MNRR) to provide for the protection of its values. In 1979 a recreational river management plan was
prepared by the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service (now part of the National Park Service).
Boundaries included about 16,951 acres. A General Design Memorandum (GDM) was developed by
the Corps of Engineers in 1980 to implement proposals in the Missouri National Recreational River
Management Plan (HCRS 1979). Many laws and regulations have gone into effect since the GDM was
published, and certain actions proposed would now require extensive environmental analysis before
implementation or could be precluded altogether. The General Design Memorandum was
supplemented twice for the construction of site-specific recreational development. Supplement no. 1,
dated March 1986, provided for the construction of the Myron Grove access, as cost-shared by Clay
County, South Dakota. Supplement no. 2, dated December 1988, provided for the construction of
Riverside Park, as cost-shared by the city of Yankton.

A cooperative agreement was entered into by the secretaries of the interior and army in February 1980.
Due to constraints such as few cost-share sponsors for recreational development, insufficient federal
interest for new construction of bank protection structures on private land, and the federal-listing of
three species that occur on the MNRR, the General Design Memorandum has been only partially
implemented.

The authorized appropriation ceiling is $21 million, and of that amount approximately $1.4 million
(through FY97) has been appropriated for Yankton’s Riverside Park, the Myron Grove area, habitat
construction for terns and plovers, and other purposes. This funding has been used for cost-shared
recreational development, threatened and endangered species activities (studies and habitat
construction), and writing reports, coordination, etc. Yankton’s Riverside Park and the Myron Grove
areas have been the recipients of matching funds from this source. Endangered species development has
been at 100% federal cost,

None of this money has been used for streambank protection. Bank stabilization structures that happen
to be in the recreational river are section 32 (of the Water Resources Development Act 1974)
experimental structures (which have been turned over to the project sponsors). However, the Missouri
River Bank Stabilization Association has been successful at getting annual congressional add-ons, with
funding appropriated through the Corps’ operation and maintenance budget for maintenance of the
structure. Current policy is that the Corps of Engineers will not undertake any new construction of
streambank protection structures without a specific line-item congressional appropriation.

The National Park Service would continue as overall administrator of the recreational river; the Corps
of Engineers would continue its current management presence; and the General Design Memorandum
would remain in effect. The Corps of Engineers would undertake minimal new development for
recreation or streambank protection, and this could generally be in partnership with others.

The no-action alternative describes what has been accomplished to date, the Corps of Engineers
management role, and any specific new development(s} that are actually planned. If the General Design
Memorandum does not address a subject, this alternative would not attempt to anticipate management
actions. Development would be minimal.
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National Environmental Policy Act regulations require that an alternative of “no action” be considered
to supply a baseline for the environmental analysis of impacts of proposed actions. The no-action
alternative documents current conditions and trends. It also provides a basis for comparing the impacts
of the action alternatives. It describes the state and local laws and private actions needed for protecting
significant natural, cultural, and recreational resources that are now present.

MANAGEMENT
Cooperating Agencies and Partnerships

The current conditions include a mix of private property and local, federal, and state jurisdiction. The
Corps of Engineers’ management has included some recreational development in partnership with local
agencies and monitoring of private actions. Other existing conditions likely to continue include varied
management under federal, state, and local law, and by existing property owners. Overall coordination
has been included in the scoping associated with environmental compliance for construction projects,
general riverflow coordination through scoping for the Annual Operating Plan for the Missoun River
Main Stem System, semiannual public meetings sponsored by the Corps of Engineers, and annual
meetings of the private Missouri River Bank Stabilization Association. Coordination by the Corps is a
part of any private section 404 permit within this stretch of the river, including coordination with the
National Park Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, state agencies, and the general public. The
Corps also actively coordinates with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service on issues related to endangered
species in the recreational river.

Agencies currently work together and consult with each other on specific programs and actions. The
National Park Service and the Corps of Engineers have an cooperative agreement that details their
respective roles. A copy of the existing agreement is included as appendix C. In general, the coopera-
tive agreement assigns most day-to-day management responsibility to the Corps, including bank
stabilization, land acquisition, and recreational facility development. The National Park Service and the
Corps are jointly responsible for developing management plans and submitting budget requirements.
The National Park Service is responsible for overall administration of the MNRR under the provisions
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, including preparation of section 7 determinations. The Corps of
Engineers has assigned one person from its district planning group to oversee the river, and technical
specialists and engineers are available on an as-needed basis for design and construction of proposed
projects. Although Corps’employees at the Gavins Point office patrol and monitor the river for other
activities (endangered species, section 404 compliance, etc.), they do not patrol the river for the
purposes of the recreational river designation. The Gavins Point project manager is on the planning
team, and has had input into the development of this GMP. Before 1991 the National Park Service
provided environmental review for construction projects from its Omaha office, and since 1991 the
National Park Service field office in O’Neill, Nebraska, has minimally fulfilled its oversight role under
this agreement. The advisory commission established by the designation act ceased to exist in 1988, and
there is no proposal to reestablish the commission.

Land Use Management
Ranching and farming would continue under the management of individual property owners. Agricul-
ture dominates the landscape, with corn and soybeans being the major crops. Intensified farming

methods such as feedlots and confinement facilities are not yet present along this stretch of the river.
Each year some land along both shores is converted to recreational cabin development.
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The 1980 Missouri National Recreational River Management Plan recognized that protection and
enhancement of recreational river values was dependent on the willingness of landowners to agree to
use the lands identified in the river corridor in a manner compatible with recreational river designation.
It listed the kinds of agreements that could be used to achieve this goal. Landowners would be con-
tacted to discourage building of incompatible development, and it was recognized that easement
interests could be acquired to achieve this. By law, condemnation can only be used for easements and
then only for a maximum of 5% of the land. To date, none of these methods have been used.

The General Design Memorandum, approved in 1980, suggested it may be desirable to obtain scenic
easements on as much as 15,600 acres of the designated corridor made available by willing sellers.
Willingness of landowners to participate in this program was based on their willingness to sign right-of-
entry forms for streambank protection work. With this incentive, 58 of 66 owners contacted signed the
forms. However, no land has since been acquired in fee or scenic easement by the Corps of Engineers
or the National Park Service during the 16 years of the General Design Memorandum existence. The
Corps has not acquired land because it has been directed by headquarters not to acquire any additional
land that is not directly adjacent to existing Corps’ project lands. However, the Corps of Engineers
could obtain easements (which would probably be managed by some cther entity) in conjunction with
construction of new streambank protection projects, if there was a federal interest in the land to be
protected.

Land has been acquired along the river by counties and by both states for several recreational sites and
access on both sides of the river. This might continue under this altemnative.

Existing residential and other private development areas would remain. New developments are pro-
posed and would be built within the boundary from time to time. In Union and Clay Counties, South
Dakota, zoning guides this development to a certain extent. No such zoning controls are in place in
Yankton County, South Dakota, or in Cedar and Dixon Counties in Nebraska. The Recreational River
Management Plan proposed that a designated agency work with local governments to consider zoning
for lands within the corridor. Such work has not taken place. Development on these shores has gen-
erally occurred without federal review, except in cases where Corps of Engineers wetlands or stream-
bank protection permits were required.

General Administration

Administration and Maintenance Facilities. Administrative staff for the MNRR would remain in the
Omaha District office, although there could be opportunities for use of the Gavins Point visitor center
and other Corps facilities and personnel for purposes consistent with the MNRR.

Maintenance. The maintenance workload under this alternative would remain at present levels because
there would be no new visitor facilities. Maintenance of projects built with matching funds from the
Corps of Engineers would be the responsibility of the cost-share sponsor, with the exception of
endangered species construction.

Law Enforcement. Law enforcement would continue to be occasionally provided by state and local
authorities to manage the visitor activities. The Corps of Engineers has the authority to enforce rules
and regulations promulgated in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 36 CFR 327, which are
applicable to water resource development projects administered by the chief of engineers.

Staffing Needs. The Corps and NPS staffing needs would be minimal. NPS staffing needs would be
handled as collateral duties by staff assigned to the O’Neill and Omaha offices.
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Federal Costs. Cost categories include:
Category

Labor
Equipment, supplies, materials and transportation
Resource moenitoring / studies
Cost-shared construction
Total

COE Costs NPS Costs
$13,000° $23,000°
4,000 8,000°
50,000 1,000¢
$67,000 $32,000

?Project manager GS-11 one-third time. Engineering labor associated with construction and design is not

included. Overhead charges associated with labor are not included.

*Park manager GS- 13, one-third time (shared in thirds with the 35-mile Missouri and Niobrara Scenic

Riverway
*One-third of respective costs typically budgeted for labor.
One overflight or one boat trip annually.

® Costs associated with the design and construction of new facilities will be developed during the
development of the General Design Memorandum and afier nonfederal cost-share sponsor has shown

interest.

Since this is a conceptual management plan, determination of costs involves considerable uncertainty,
especially with regard to future construction, because none is specifically planned, and construction
would require a cost-share sponsor. However, construction consistent with the goals of this alternative
is still possible, and costs associated with such would be prepared during the development of a design
memorandum, after a cost-share sponsor has shown interest. Cost-sharing for recreational projects is
currently standard within the Corps nationwide, and the operation and maintenance of those projects is

the responsibility of the sponsor.

TABLE 1: ALTERNATIVE 1 — LAND USe/LAND COVER

Land Use/Land Cover category Public land

(acres)
Cropland 337
Pasture/rangeland 186
Upland wooded forest 1,096
Floodplain forest 3
Palustrine wetlands 36
Riverine wetlands 193
Lacustrine wetlands 0
TOTAL 1,851

Private land TOTAL
(acres) (acres)
7,135 7472

2,323 2,509

2,331 3,427

471 474

4,442 4,478
15,359 15,552

4] )]

32,061 33,912

Numbers were rounded off to the nearest whole acre. The 33,912 acres include 16,951 acres ahove the ordinary high

watermark.
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Alternative 1: Continuation of Existing Conditions (No Action)
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Some public and private land is not currently developed or used for agriculture and retains high value
as a natural landscape and ecosystern. These lands are valuable for continued good-quality habitat,
sustaining water quality, protecting natural and cultural resources, and preserving scenic qualities. Such
areas include old-growth cottonwood forests, riparian areas, woody draws, relatively undisturbed
wetlands, sparsely vegetated sandbar islands, native prairies, and cultural sites. The National Park
Service would encourage property owners to conserve or restore these areas to their natural state.

Streambank Protection

The objectives of the bank preservation program as authorized and as identified in the General Design
Memorandum are as follows:

. Protect the location of high banks and those features, such as wooded areas, islands, and vegetated
low bars, that contain values which contribute to the designation as a recreational river

. Implement, subject to available funding, bank preservation measures at previously identified
critical erosion problem sites

. Ensure the continued effectiveness of bank preservation features to preserve the characteristics of
the river existing at the time of designation.

Although actual erosion rates are lower now (80 acres/year) than before the dam was built (200
acres/year), high accretion land does not form now as it did before the dam. Therefore, the net loss of
high bank is greater now than before the dam. Water coming out of the dam is sediment-poor, and the
soils in the area are highly erodible, so erosion is common. Some of these losses are offset by the
control of flooding, so floodplain areas formerly prone to flooding can now be cleared and farmed.

Bank preservation (preservation of the high bankline, preservation of features between banks, and
reduction of soil loss) was also included as an integral part of the Missouri National Recreational River
designation. The final report for the section 32 program went to Congress in 1991.

Objectives of the streambank protection program in the General Design Memorandum MMR-1 are to
protect the location of high banks and features such as wooded areas, islands, and vegetated low bars
that contain significant resources; implement bank preservation measures at severe erosion sites; and
ensure continued effectiveness of bank preservation features. The General Design Memorandum MMR-
1 identified 31 potential erosion areas and critical areas (22 high bank areas and nine island vegetated
bar areas) and set priorities for site needs. Nine projects were eventually constructed on this section of
river under Section 32 of the Water Resources Development Act.

The recreational river act provided for federal operation and maintenance of natural features as part of
the recreational river designation and provided for operation and maintenance of bank preservation
features in place prior to implementation of the act. Streambank erosion was identified as an important
issue along the Missouri River in the General Design Memorandum MMR-1, other related plans and
projects, and during the scoping phase of this project. On private property, property owner donation of
easements would be necessary for new stabilization. While the intent was to turn over maintenance of
these projects to local sponsors, funding is expected to continue by the Missouri River Bank Stabi-
lization Association for the Corps to do this work each year.
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The provision of the General Design Memorandum MMR-1 that allowed COE construction of new
streambank protection structures was conditional upon the availability to the United States of such land
and interest in land in such ownership as the Corps deemed necessary. The Corps of Engineers or
partner agencies have been successful in obtaining permanent construction easements for this work
from landowners.

Natural Resources

General. Natural resources would mostly be managed and protected by private property owners and
state wildlife agencies, since much of the habitat protection work described in the General Design
Memorandum has not been realized.

Monitoring of Resources. Current inventorying and monitoring by state and federal agencies would
continue. Although new monitoring, if needed, is not precluded in this alternative, new coordination of
inventory and monitoring would take place primarily in response to obligations under the Endangered
Species Act.

Threatened and Endangered Species. Natural resource management would involve activities by the
Corps of Engineers, in consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Park Service, and
the states of Nebraska and South Dakota. Current ongoing programs carried out by the Corps under the
MNRR authority include funding to support recovery efforts of the least tern and piping plover as well
as studies to gain additional information on the pallid sturgeon.

Cultural Resources

The river, its floodplain, and the bluffs have provided for basic human needs in an otherwise harsh
plains environment for thousands of years. A cultural chronology of the area ts generally understood
(from prehistoric periods to the present day). The General Design Memorandum listed cultural resource
objectives for the recreational river, including inventorying, protecting, and interpreting historic and
prehistoric resources. These objectives have not been met.

Cultural Resource Inventory, Evaluation, and Monitoring. The GDM objective is to establish and
maintain an ongoing inventory of all lands within the river management corridor to identify, evaluate,
and protect prehistoric and historic cultural resources. No active surveys are known to have occurred in
the past few years. The Corps’ responsibility would continue to be limited to protecting archeological
resources on its own land.

Preserving and Protecting Cultural Resources. The GDM goal is to preserve and protect sites.
Private property owners and government agencies would continue to manage resources on their land.
Minimal law enforcement would be available to reduce levels of looting or vandalism that can occur.

Federal undertakings (such as new construction) that could affect national register or national register-
eligible properties would be subject to section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

Continuing Research. Future rescarch would be limited to that initiated by the Corps of Engineers,
state historical societies, and local historians.
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Alternative 1. Continuation of Existing Conditions (No Action)
VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION

The visitor experience would be limited generally to activities and interpretation that are currently
available on the recreational river. The Corps of Engineers and local tourism offices have prepared a
few maps and brochures, and some exhibits and signs exist to inform visitors of their recreation options,
present safety messages, and provide interpretation of the recreational river’s natural and cultural
history. These are usually private or agency efforts to fulfill a specific need. Public access to the river
and developed facilities for recreational uses are limited.

Interpretation

Interpretation and information would continue to be available through publications from several local
tourism and economic development offices, including the Upper Missouri Chamber of Commerce, the
Northeast Nebraska Travel Council, and the Northeast Nebraska Rural Conservation and Development
District. The COE Lewis and Clark Regional Visitor Center located at Gavins Point Dam interprets the
Missouri River Basin Plan, natural and cultural history of the river, and current management issues
through exhibits, slide shows, overlooks, and personal contact.

While the Missouri River Recreational River Management Plan gave few details, the General Design
Memorandum called for a decentralized and self-guiding approach to interpretive programs in the river
corridor. Of the 11 areas slated for recreational development and 13 public use areas, efforts have been
made on only two to four sites.

Visitor Activities

Present users of the river are principally local fishermen and recreational boaters. The many sandbars,
changing currents, and underwater hazard snags make the river unsuitable for those not familiar with it.
Current patterns of river use would likely continue. Boating, fishing, hunting, and trapping would not
be expected to change from current levels. Though prohibited by NPS policy, the use of airboats and
personal watercraft could likely occur, but to a limited extent, in the shallow backwater inlets and
tributaries of the Missouri River.

Yisitor Use Management

There have been a few visitor use studies conducted which included the MNRR and the Gavins Point
Dam recreational areas. However, none of these studies were conducted in such a way that a firm trend
for visitor use of the MNRR over the last 20 years could be developed (see the Visitor Use Manage-
ment section in the “Affected Environment” chapter for visitor use study results).

Although visitor use data is also available from the Gavins Point Project Office, the South Dakota
SCORP, and the Nebraska SCORP, these data include the increasing visitor use of the Gavins Point
facilities, which most likely do not correlate with visitor use within the MNRR itself. As stated earlier,
recreational use within the MNRR would remain primarily local, with the possible exception of Ponca
State Park. There is no evidence to support that visitors from Gavins Point facilities would also use the
MNRR.

There is a strong need for baseline visitor studies specifically for the MNRR, as well as ongoing moni-
toring of visitor use over time using the same methods, especially for riverine visitor uses. One of the
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previous studies could potentialty be used as a baseline if similar methodology is used for subsequent
monitoring studies.

Some visitor use management occurs at existing state, county, and city parks along the MNRR. How-
ever, there would be no coordinated approach to visitor use management associated with the MNRR as
a whole,

Visitor Development and Access

The Recreational River Management Plan listed 14 sites to be developed, and the fully implemented
General Design Memorandum called for extensive recreational development and land acquisition,
including campgrounds and boat ramps at 11 different sites. The General Design Memorandum was
supplemented twice for the construction of site-specific recreational development. Supplement No. 1,
dated March 1986, provided for the construction of the Myron Grove access, as cost-shared by Clay
County, South Dakota. Supplement No. 2, dated December 1988, provided for the construction of
Riverside Park, as cost-shared by the city of Yankton. Thirteen public use areas were planned and
would require land acquisition. The Recreational River Management Plan recognized the continued
operation and maintenance of private recreational sites, and in addition, proposed agreements with
entities to develop more sites. The General Design Memorandum provided no guidance for private
access development.

In this alternative, existing roads and public river access would be maintained, and development of new
public river access would likely occur slowly in response to local needs. Most visitors must find the
river on their own and use the river on its own terms. Therefore, river users would continue to be pri-
marily local people. Though full implementation of the existing GDM is not anticipated, there is a
possibility that the Corps of Engineers could provide cost-share funding for the development of scenic
drives, trails, camping areas, and hunting access within the boundary, provided funding was available.

Controls over private and commercial development along the river would be limited to federal flood-
plain restrictions, plus state and county restrictions. Cabin and housing areas would be developed or
enlarged based on market demand, and private property owners might provide additional campgrounds
for public use.

BOUNDARY

The no-action boundary would be the downstream end of the Gavins Point Dam excavated discharge
channel (downstream boundary of the Lewis and Clark Project), 59 miles downstream to Ponca State
park, Nebraska, as generally depicted in the document entitled Review Report for Water Resources
Development, South Dakota, Nebraska, North Dakota, Montana,” prepared by the Corps of Engineers
in August 1977 (the so-called “umbrella™ report). The land within this boundary totals some 16,951
acres.

ASSISTANCE ON ADJACENT LAND OUTSIDE THE BOUNDARY

There has been no direct assistance to local entities by federal agencies under this authority.
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ACTIONS COMMON TO ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 3

GENERAL CONCEPT AND PHILOSOPHY

The action altematives provide for protection of natural and cultural resources and for management of
visitor use. Recreational rivers usually contain a broader range of agricultural and forestry uses than
scenic or wild rivers; therefore, all action alternatives would allow for continuation of traditional
farming and ranching practices on private land, consistent with goals and objectives outlined in this
General Management Plan. Landscape changes would be managed primarily through the use of
voluntary conservation agreements, or through zoning ordinances. Agreements could be used for
agricultural land, residential or other private developments areas, or to protect significant resources. As
required by the establishing legislation, land or interests in land must be made available to the United
States to protect and enhance the values of the MNRR before any new construction of bank protection
structures could be initiated or maintained by the Corps under the authority of the act. Land acquisition
would be rare and used only if absolutely necessary to protect resource values or to provide needed
recreational access.

MANAGEMENT
Cooperating Agencies and Partnerships

Several government agencies would continue to have responsibilities along the 59-mile MNRR.
However, management of the MNRR would be the responsibility of the National Park Service and the
Corps of Engineers. The establishing legislation assigned to the secretary of the interior (acting through
the National Park Service) responsibility for administering the river as a component of the national wild
and scenic rivers system . The establishing legislation also directed the secretary of the interior to enter
into a cooperative agreement with the secretary of the army (acting through the Corps) for construction
and maintenance of bank stabilization work, recreational facilities, and other recreational river features.
The existing cooperative agreement is included as appendix C.

If needed after the record of decision is issued, a revised agreement between the National Park Service
(administrator or overseer) and the Corps of Engineers (day-to-day onsite manager) would outline the
responsibilities of each agency. The agreement would reflect current policies and authorities and to be
consistent with the alternative selected by this planning process. As the agency responsible for the
Gavins Point Dam project, the Corps would remain responsible for operation, maintenance, and
management of all existing facilities associated with the project. The National Park Service would
retain overall authority to administer the MNRR as a component of the NWSRS. The Corps would
continue to be responsible for most construction activities, such as recreational development, bank
stabilization, and other recreational river features as deemed necessary with advice provided by the
National Park Service. The Corps and the National Park Service would work jointly on habitat
enhancement projects with the Corps taking the lead on construction that would protect and enhance
biologic values. Subject to funding, the two agencies would also work together on resource surveys,
monitoring, interpretation, and other activities, with the National Park Service taking the lead on
developing interpretive materials.

The NPS role would be somewhat larger than at present. The National Park Service would work with
local landowners and governments on appropriate land uses within the boundary and would provide
public information and interpretation opportunities, as well as facilities for recreational use. They would
promote wise and safe use of the river by recreationists. The National Park Service would call and lead
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THE ALTERNATIVES

periodic (at least annual) meetings with the Corps of Engineers to discuss implementation of the
cooperative agreement and this plan. The cooperative agreement may be updated, if needed, under any
selected alternative, including the no-action alternative.

The two agencies would seek help from each other and from state and county agencies, organizations,
and individuals. Both agencies would seck funding to support active management of the area. Federal
staff would continue to confer with the public, local governments, and interest groups such as the
Missouri River Bank Stabilization Association.

Land Use Management

Both alternatives ensure that present development could remain in place inside the boundaries.
Compatible land uses include farming and ranching and those basic visitor facilities, such as comfort
and convenience facilities, currently in place. (These facilitics are described in the “Affected
Environment” section of the document.) The alternatives have different visions of future development
along the river, but both would adhere to the following approaches.

Those uses that were present in 1978 were found by the 1980 management plan to be consistent with
the intent of the Wild and Scenic River Act and would be allowed to continue, For developments built
between 1978 and the date of this plan, the managing agency would offer technical assistance and work
with property owners to help ensure continued consistency with the goals of this General Management
Plan.

Future (after the date of this plan) land uses would be evaluated for compatibility with the objectives
and goals of this plan. Residential and other private development within the boundary would continue.
The amount of new development recommended in the two alternatives differs. Details concerning in-
kind replacement and new structures, as well as density, design, and location, are defined in each
alternative. The managing agency would actively seek to avoid incompatible land uses and
development. Incompatible activities include feedlots and confinement facilities and extensive new
cabin and residential development.

Developed land in the vicinity of the river would be assessed based on current use. All other land uses
would generally be assessed based on agricultural rates. Tax breaks for preserving natural environments
are currently rare. The National Park Service would actively support tax breaks for such voluntary
protection.

A mixture of all of the above land use management tools is assumed in all the action alternatives.
Because of the voluntary nature of many of these methods, neither the relative nor actual amount of
land to be acquired can be predicted.

Wildlife Conservation Areas. Working with the river managers, landowners could donate or sell
riverfront land to the U.S. for wildlife, streambank protection, and other public purposes. The intent
would be to

. create a green area along the river that is 200 feet deep or more, depending on the particular
property
. enhance wildlife production and natural vegetation barriers that slow erosion
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Actions Common to Alternatives 2 and 3

. create a long-term legal interest (by the National Park Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, and public entities) in the land sufficient to permit bank stabilization by the Corps of

Engineers
. allow day-use only access to the public for such activities as picnicking, rest, and emergency use
. future camping facilities could be provided as demands warranted

In the past, temporary construction easements have been obtained voluntarily from owners for access to
the riverbank for streambank protection work by the Corps of Engineers. Such easements, now held by
the Lewis and Clark Natural Resources District in Nebraska and the respective counties in South
Dakota, generally run in perpetuity. This program is intended to be replaced by the above as new
agreements are reached.

County Zoning and/or Comprehensive Plans. County zoning would be encouraged as a land use
management tool that can protect land adjacent to the Missouri River. Zoning is a local power that can
be used to prohibit or authorize a large variety of land uses. County zoning can also help control the
density of development, provide development setbacks from the river, and help maintain the rural
scene. At present, zoning exists only in Clay and Union Counties in South Dakota, and in the city of
Yankton. The National Park Service would work with county commissioners, planning and zoning
officials, states, and other agencies to encourage innovative design and adopt development standards
within the boundary that are in keeping with riverway goals. The following guidelines illustrate what
types of land uses and development standards would be appropriate. Technical assistance to property
owners would be available to help achieve these goals.

Conservation Easements. Conservation easements could be acquired through donation or purchase by
the managing agency or by a private organization. Generally, conservation easements run with the land,
cannot be revoked, and the terms can be negotiated. Conservation easements can prohibit or authorize a
variety of land uses. In general, this type of easement would inhibit new development while allowing
agricultural activities to continue. Restrictions could be placed on logging, vegetation removal,
quarrying, and disturbance of wetlands. Other types of easements could be developed to protect cultural
resources, provide streambank protection, or allow for flooding. Property owners could negotiate limits
on public or managing agency use of the land. Some land within the recreational river is expected to be
protected through conservation easements offered by willing sellers. Such easements would primarily
be used to protect outstandingly remarkable natural and cultural resources and scenic areas.

It is anticipated that four types of easement estates in addition to a fee estate would be used in acquiring
land and interests in land. These include a scenic preservation easement, a scenic recreational and
preservation easement, and two types of bank preservation.

The scenic preservation easements would maintain in perpetuity the land use at the time of
acquisition. The purpose of this easement would be to preserve the scenic beauty of bankside
lands as they were viewed from the river.

The scenic recreation and preservation easement would maintain the present scenic features and
additionally would allow the public to enter the area for hiking, picnicking, fishing, and tent

camping. Trails and sanitation facilities would be constructed as needed.

The bank preservation easements would be used only where bank preservation features were
constructed. One easement would allow public access and the other easement would not. The
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first would be coupled to a recreation and scenic preservation easement and the second to a
scenic preservation easement.

Fee acquisition would be contemplated in those areas where major recreational development
would occur.

Fee Acquisition. The purchase of land by government agencies or land trusts could be used where
other protection means were not suitable or where landowners preferred to sell outright rather than
grant conservation easements. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act does not require land acquisition, as is
the case along this stretch of the river. The intent of this plan is to encourage river protection through
local and cooperative methods and not to rely on land acquisition as a frequently used tool. Any land
acquired would be used primarily for the development of river access, trailheads, trails, cultural sites,
overlooks, visitor information sites, and similar facilities. Each alternative describes why, when, how
much, or where land might be acquired if needed for such purposes as river access, visitor facilities, or
preservation of resources.

The boundaries of the recreational river show the extent of important resources that should be protected
and define the outer limit of the recreational river. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act limits the land that
can be bought in fee title to an average of no more than 100 acres per mile. In addition, on this Missouri
National Recreational River segment, condemnation can not be used to acquire an interest in fee simple
title and purchases can be from willing sellers only. By law, condemnation can only be used for
easements and then only for a maximum of 5% of the land.

Guidelines for Existing and Replacement Structures. The following guidelines are only suggestions
to landowners building on the banks of the river. They are also recommendations to counties preparing
zoning ordinances. Guidelines for existing and replacement development are as follows:

There would be no effect on existing structures and uses.

Replacement structures should be set back at least 100 feet from the riverbank and built on a site
with a minimum 100 feet of riverfront.

Replacement structures shouid be consistent with maintenance, screening, visibility, texture, and
color recommendations.

Colors should be soft, subtle, earth tones that are similar to those in the surrounding
environment,

Native plants should be used for landscaping. Vegetation should be maintained so that, except
for the view corridors, structure would be screened from the river during the summer.,
Foundation plantings at the base of residences would be an acceptable means of vegetation
screening (see appendix F).

Exterior maintenance of structures is important to the achievement of the recommendations in
this plan.

Guidelines for Zoning and New Construction. Guidelines for zoning and new construction would be
achieved through the use of the above-listed land use management tools. Technical assistance and some
funding assistance to property owners would be available to help achieve these objectives. Guidelines
for zoning and for new public and private construction are as follows:
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The lot should have a minimum of 300 feet of riverfront.
The structure should be set back 200 feet from the ordinary high water mark.

Construction materials should meet the intent of the maintenance, screening, visibility, texture,
and color recommendations of this plan.

Colors should be soft, subtle, earth tones that are similar to those in the surrounding
environment.

Landscaping should use native plants.

Vegetation should be maintained, as determined in each alternative, so that the structure is
screened during the summer.

Development should be unobtrusive so that the natural landscape dominates.

The undeveloped portions of property should contain native vegetation and a natural substory of
grass and shrubs.

New buildings should be located on a contour higher than that reached by high water flows
(79,500 cfs).

Boat ramps and boat docks along the river should be shared in order to minimize the need for the
number and the need for access roads.

The setback for new structures should be equal to or greater than the 100-year floodline or be
elevated or floodproofed to a level of at least 1 foot about the 100-year flood elevation to stay
within Federal Emergency Management Administration flood insurance guidelines.

The 100-year flood flow for the 59-mile reach has been estimated to be 79,500 cfs by the Corps of
Engineers (Omaha District 1981, Missouri River special flood hazard information maps). Any
development subject to damage by flood waters or erosion should not be located lower than 1 foot
above the stage corresponding to this discharge. An elevation equal to that generated by a 500-year
flood would better ensure against disasters and could restrict development in valuable natural areas.

Guidelines for Agricultural Land. Farming and ranching practices are viewed as supporting the
protection of the river, and this plan recognizes current and evolving agricultural use as a cultural
attribute of the recreational river corridor. Encouraging use of land for agriculture helps to minimize
future development within the corridor. Feedlots and confinement facilities would not be considered
consistent with the recreational river designation. Currently there are no feedlots and confinement
facilities along this stretch of the river within the boundary.

Agricultural and forestry practices should be similar in nature and intensity to those present in the area
at the time of designation. Vegetation growing between farm fields may help to stabilize and retard
erosion of banks, would provide a buffer zone of natural vegetation that would enhance scenic and
wildlife habitat values, and could reduce some loading of poliutants into the river. Private property
owners could be encouraged to set aside some agricultural land for wildlife habitat easements.
Application of fertilizers and biocides should meet integrated pest management goals established by
agricultural agencies. Financial assistance for livestock watering equipment could be used as an
incentive to minimize trampling of riverbanks.
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Guidelines for Public Land. Public land and facilities inside the boundary would continue to be
managed for its dedicated purposes and for the purposes of the recreational river designation. Each
action alternative would rely on the use of cooperative agreements and/or memoranda of understanding
among government agencies and other partners to ensure consistency with this plan and to resolve
jurisdictions and conflicting mandates. Existing public lands include wildlife easements as well as some
areas that are dedicated to recreation. Fee and easement land owned by the Corps of Engineers would
continue to be managed by them or in cooperation with other agencies. The Corps of Engineers would
remain the lead decision-maker and point of contact for this land.

General Administration

Maintenance. Maintenance activities and facilities related to habitat development and management,
including streambank protection, would be provided by state and federal agencies, as funding allowed.
Funds to maintain recreational facilities have been budgeted primarily by counties and the Nebraska
Game and Parks Commission. Additional funds may be needed from state and federal sources to
maintain and enhance habitat as determined in the alternatives. With the permission and cooperation of
property owners, federal funding could be used to help preserve significant cultural resources on private
land inside the boundaries.

Law Enforcement. Current sharing of responsibilities across jurisdictional lines would be encouraged
in both action alternatives. Generally, enforcement activities are specific to the laws and responsibilities
of the various participating agencies. While state laws govern fishing, hunting, and trapping on private
land, trapping is prohibited on federally owned land administered as part of the recreational river,
unless authorized by specific statute. NPS regulations prohibit airboats and personal watercraft on the
Missoun National Recreational River. The only exception is the use of airboats for emergency or
approved administrative use.

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
General

Following completion of this General Management Plan, more detailed cultural and natural resources
management planning might be needed for the Missouri National Recreational River. If needed, a
resource management plan, prepared by the National Park Service, would detail research needs,
summarize information needs, and analyze and set priorities for resource management work. These
plans could facilitate joint actions with the Corps of Engineers, the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, or
the state game and fish agencies.

The section 1135 program of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, as amended, would
provide for technical assistance and funding for restoring habitat lost as a result of a COE project.
(About 25% of the cost would be shared by a nonfederal partner.) Such programs could be used to
restore habitat to compensate for changes in the river resulting from Gavins Point Dam or to create
chutes and wetlands. The development of such planning tools could also be supported by federal or
state technical and financial assistance.
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Streambank Protection

The action alternatives recognize that streambank protection measures are necessary and authorized in
the Missouri National Recreational River legislation. Wherever possible, the use of natural streambank
protection or bioengineering techniques are recommended. Such techniques include cabling tree trunks
and brushy materiat to the bank (Palmitter method), planting live willow stakes or live willow fascines
(bundles), constr:cting live cribwalls, or any combination thereof. Vegetative means of streambank
protection are compatible with protection of recreational riverine appearance and they encourage
revegetation of the riparian corridor. Resource agency staff members are often available to provide
technical assistance with these techniques.

When bioengineering techniques are not feasible nor practicable, erosion control techniques (including
the use of rocks for streambank protection) would be permitted subject to conditions prescribed in this
General Management Plan. The COE section 33 program authorizes the Corps of Engineers to
stabilize streambanks on private land on the Missouri River under certain conditions. The Corps of
Engineers could also buy interest in eroding land along the Missouri River from willing sellers as an
alternative to stabilizing. Purchase of land is often more economical than stabilization and allows
erosion to add sediment to the river system.

New streambank erosion control techniques would require a section 10/404 COE permit and would be
used to protect structures and agricultural land. This policy would also apply when aiteration or
extension of structures would require a new section 10/404 COE permit. Each stabilization action
would require an individual permit under normal (non-flood) circumstances. The Corps would
cooperate to ensure that streambank protection is compatible with the purposes of the recreational river
authorization.

For permitting purposes, acceptable materials would be determined on a case-by-case basis. Natural or
natural-appearing materials would be encouraged. Clean brick and broken masonry would be
considered if covered with natural-appearing materials. The material should be covered by topsoil and
seeded. Streambank protection may also allow for protection of significant biological resources (special
habitats such as wooded areas, islands, and sandbars) and significant cultural resources such as
archeological sites on a case-by-case basis.

Natural Resources

General. The managing agency and partners would cooperate in the inventory and monitoring of river-
related resources and would coordinate management for protection/restoration and enhancement of
biologic resources. Natural river processes would be enhanced when possible. A coordinated effort
would be made by all partners to protect and manage threatened and endangered species and sensitive
and unusual habitat such as cottonwood forests, islands, and sandbars. Research that would support
river-related interpretive programs and resource management objectives would be encouraged. Water
quality would continue to be monitored by various federal and state agencies.

Floodplains and adjacent wetlands would be considered sensitive in all the alternatives, and they would
be protected to the greatest extent possible. They reduce the adverse effects of flooding, maintain water
quality, provide fish and wildlife habitat, preserve visual variety, and maintain biologic values. All
action alternatives would preserve, restore, and increase wetlands in the river corridor. Wetlands would
be protected and enhanced on public land (executive orders would be followed) and their protection
would be encouraged on private land by preservation incentives, voluntary programs, and enforcement
of state and federal law.
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This plan would support efforts to control the spread of nuisance plants and state-listed weeds that
compete with native plants and threatened and endangered species for habitat and that could be
detrimental to agricultural crops. The managing agencies would work with local agencies under a
cooperative agreement.

Management for Biologic Resources. Management for protecting, restoring, and enhancing biologic
values would vary according to alternative,

Monitoring of Resources. Monitoring of resources would vary according to alternative. No entry onto
private land would take place without property owner consent.

Threatened and Endangered Species. Federal and state endangered and threatened species would
continue to be protected in all areas under federal or state jurisdiction. Policies and programs for the
preservation and protection of the species and their habitat would continue by consultation among the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Corps of Engineers, National Park Service, Nebraska Game and Parks
Commission, and the South Dakota Department of Game, Fish and Parks. NPS policy (but not Corps
policy) requires that federal candidate species be afforded equal protection to those species that are
listed.

To avoid direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts potentially associated with new boat ramps, the
following conditions would be met:

1) boat ramp placement would be Y4 mile from historic nesting islands

2) boat ramp construction would avoid the May-August nesting season

3) boat ramp design and parking lot size would seek to redistribute existing visitor use, rather
that encourage additional use at locations that could impact the terns and plovers

4) if visitor use impacts exceeded carrying capacity standards (as determined by monitoring),
management would take actions that would bring conditions back within standards

5) Site-specific environmental compliance, including compliance with section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act, would be completed before any new boat ramps were
constructed. As part of this site-specific compliance, information section 7 consultation under the
Endangered Species Act would be reinitiated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Actions that might be taken, would include the following:
a) increase public awareness through additional signing and posting
b} patrol island perimeters by boat, especially on holidays and weekends
¢} limit numbers of people allowed to launch boats from boat ramps
d) close certain boat ramps

Cultural Resources

Management of Cultural Resources. Management of cultural resources would be accomplished
through the cooperative efforts of property owners, public interest groups, local communities, and
government agencies. The goal would be to preserve the significant historical, architectural,
ethnographic, landscape, and archeological resources that make up the cultural heritage of the river
corridor. The intent would be to work with others to minimize the loss of historic material and to
conserve resources important for public education and scientific study. Preservation programs could not
be implemented on private land without the approval and invitation of the owner.
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Cultural Resource Inventory, Evaluation, and Monitoring. The National Park Service, in
cooperation with the state historic preservation officers, would identify cultural resources inside the
boundary and evaluate their significance and integrity using national register criteria. This includes the
monitoring of significant sites on public land. Identification of historic properties eligible for the
national register would help property owners qualify for restoration or rehabilitation funding or tax act
certification. These activities could be undertaken on nonfederal lands in cooperation with landowners
if funding was available.

Preserving and Protecting Cultural Resources. Continuation of resource stewardship by private
owners is a major goal of all alternatives in this plan and would be particularly important in maintaining
the cultural landscape. The National Park Service would work with other agencies and local
communities to help ensure cultural resources were identified and protected during development of new
or enlarged visitor facilities.

Shared expertise as well a variety of agreements and incentives could be used to preserve cultural
resources. Federally funded or permitted projects must comply with the provisions of section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act.

Visitors would be directed to public areas that can best accommodate use. Visitors would be educated
about the importance of the sites and their preservation. Visitor use would be routinely monitored to
ensure that resources were not damaged. If resources were threatened, protective measures would be
developed. Management actions, including cooperative law enforcement, public education, and visitor
management, would be used to ensure that the sense of community, trust among neighbors, and the
serene nature of this recreational river continued and that resources were protected. Government-to-
government consultation with Native Americans would help to prevent damage to ethnographic sites.

Museum objects and natural and cultural resource collections, archeological materials, site records, and
other archival materials would continue to be the responsibility of individual land-managing agencies.
Financial incentives (e.g., the National Park Service Heritage Preservation Fund grants} could be used
to encourage care of artifacts from nonfederal land, such as support for local museums.

Continuing Research. Data was collected for this planning project (NPS 1994a, NPS 1994b, and NPS
1995), but site-specific inventories of cultural resources and a resource management plan (including
provisions for management of collections) still would be needed.

VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION
Visitor Experience

Visitor experience is a phrase used to describe everything visitors do, learn, and enjoy in an area. In this
plan, “visitor” refers to local people as well as those from afar. Visitor experience refers both to the
experience visitors have while at the river and to the memories and insights they take with them when
they leave.

The alternatives described in this General Management Plan would provide opportunities for people to
learn about and enjoy the significance and history of the recreational river. Within the wide range of
possible visitor experiences would be a number that could be reasonably provided to visitors. These are
described as visitor experience goals. They contain the basic elements of what a visit to the recreational
river should be — safe, informative, fun, enriching, relaxing, and memorable.
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Visitors to the Missouri National Recreational River would have opportunities to
receive orientation and information before and throughout a visit to the recreational river

learn about river safety so that they can fully enjoy their recreational and cultural
experiences

know that the Missouri National Recreational River is part of the wild and scenic river
system

learn about appropriate activities and behaviors so that the river’s resource values
(threatened and endangered species, cultural resources, riparian habitats) are not adversely
impacted

Interpretation and Visitor Services

Interpretation is a process of education. It stimulates curiosity and conveys ideas and stories and helps
people to understand and discover deeper meanings and relationships. Interpretation is part of the
visitor experience.

Visitors ask questions about lodging, food, and other basic needs when they visit the recreational river.
They also ask about options for recreational activities on the river. Visitors often want to know about
local history, and the Missouri River’s role in western exploration and settlement. The natural history of
the Missouri River area, including its wildlife and wildflowers, interests many people as well.

These types of questions can lead into the stories about the Missouri River and its inhabitants. The
recreational river’s interpretive themes would help to identify those stories and their contexts. Primary
interpretive themes are those ideas that are central to the recreational river’s purpose, resource
significance, and visitor experience. Every visitor should have access to them. The themes provide the
foundation for the recreational river’s interpretive program, both inside and outside the recreational
river boundary.

Regardiess of the delivery method (personal programs, audiovisual programs, or publications),
successful interpretation ties together factual information with sensory activities. The goal of the
recreational river’s interpretive programming would be to provide an educational and recreational
experience that would lead to visitor enjoyment and protection of the resources.

Primary Interpretive Themes

The primary interpretive themes listed below serve as guidelines for describing the resources and
significance of the Missouri National Recreational River. They are listed in no particular order below;
there is some overlap because some themes cannot be addressed without discussing aspects of others.
The primary interpretive themes would be applicable regardless of which action alternative is
implemented; however, there would be differences in the emphasis placed on the themes.

Every visitor to the recreational river should have an opportunity to learn about the following ideas:

Lewis and Clark traveled the Missouri River while exploring the Louisiana Purchase.
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Actions Common to Alternatives 2 and 3
Visitors can still see landscapes similar to those that Lewis and Clark saw.

The Missouri River, nicknamed the “Big Muddy,” tells many stories of past explorations,
settlements, and steamboat commerce, and of ongoing river changes. The river also
influences future use and habitation.

The Missouri River has many moods, from raging and forceful to quiet and peaceful; the
river has inspired many people.

There are many opportunities for people to use and enjoy the 59-mile segment of the
Missouri National Recreational River. People also need to be aware of the river’s dangers.

Changes to the Missouri River floodplain as a result of the construction of six mainstem
dams have resulted in significant changes in plant and animal communities (including
threatened and endangered species). The river requires thoughtful, cooperative
management to function in a manner resembling its natural state.

The river unpredictably re-positions real estate. It can change course quickly, and shallow

areas can become deep overnight.
Visitor Activities
Types and amounts of visitor use would vary by individual alternative. However, boating, fishing,
hunting, and trapping would continue in all alternatives under state law. Trapping is prohibited on
federally owned land administered as part of the recreational river.
Visitor Use Management
Indicators and standards would be established to protect natural and cultural resources and visitor
experiences from excessive use. When resources begin to be damaged or use is excessive, the managing
agency would act to avoid or mitigate damage or would control and regulate excessive use.
Visitor Development and Access
The alternatives would provide detail on the amount of development proposed. Some developed and
primitive public camping would be available along the recreational river in South Dakota and
Nebraska. Private property owners might provide additional campgrounds for public use. Such new
development, if any, should comply with the intent and direction of this plan. There would be potential
for development of scenic drives or for creation of scenic overlooks.
When constructed, the Vermillion-Newcastle bridge would provide an opportunity for an overlook and
resource interpretation.

BOUNDARY

The proposed boundary for alternatives 2 and 3 would be the downstream end of the Gavins Point Dam
excavated discharge channel (downstream boundary of the Lewis and Clark Project), 59 miles
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downstream to Ponca Sate Park, Nebraska. The boundary has been revised from the original 1980
boundary to include areas of active erosion and four large archeological or cultural sites that are listed
on the National Register of Historic Places. A portion of Clay County Park some distance from the river
and some cropland has been deleted from the boundary as well.

The river and its islands are included but not used for the acreage calculations. Total acreage within this
boundary proposal is about 17,414 acres. Copies of maps marked with the proposed changes to the
boundaries can be seen at NPS offices in Omaha and O’ Neill, Nebraska; at the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers office at Gavins Point Dam; at the courthouses in Dixon and Cedar Counties in Nebraska;
and at Yankton, Clay, and Union County courthouses in South Dakota. Following completion of this
General Management Plan, a reference to the boundary maps will be published in the Federal
Register.

No property rights are lost on any private land inside the boundary of the recreational river. The
inclusion of private land within the boundary dees not mean that the land is slated for acquisition. The
boundaries show only the arca where resources are considered important and need protection. Lands
would be acquired only if it becomes necessary for resource protection or if they are needed for
recreational facilities, Since 1978 (when this river was designated), no land has been acquired.

ASSISTANCE ON ADJACENT LAND OUTSIDE THE BOUNDARY

Assistance would be provided to local governments and property owners only when requested or by
consent. For example, recommendations for county zoning ordinances could protect riparian areas,
steep slopes, or key vistas from intensive developments. Recommendations for county zoning could
include landscape standards that would help to screen new developments from the river. The National
Historic Preservation Act provides for grants, technical assistance, and educational programs to aid in
preservation and protection of sites eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.,
Designation of local historic districts or zoning could also be used to help protect these sites.

The Corps of Engineers could provide several opportunities for land protection and/or restoration under
certain conditions. The section 22 program of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974, as
amended (WRDA) would allow for technical assistance and funding (cost-shared) for reconnaissance-
level water resources studies. Examples of potential studies include floodplain management, water
supply, hydrology, recreation planning, and environmental stadies. A sponsor would be required,
generally from some government entity (city, county, or state). This program does not fund detailed
feasibility studies or construction.

The section 1135 program of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, as amended, would
provide for technical assistance and funding for restoring habitat lost as a result of a COE project.
(About 25% of the cost would be shared by a nonfederal partner.) Such programs could be used to
restore habitat to compensate for changes in the river resulting from Gavins Point Dam or to create
chutes and wetlands. The development of such planning tools could also be supported by federal or
state technical and financial assistance.
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ALTERNATIVE 2: RESOURCE PROTECTION/
RECREATION (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

GENERAL CONCEPT AND PHILOSOPHY

This preferred alternative uses as a base the 1980 Management Plan and the 1980 General Design
Memorandum. It recognizes, however, that many aspects of those plans have not been carried out. It
also recognizes that the intervening years have produced new laws to implement. Maintenance and
restoration of biologic values in the Missouri River ecosystem are part of these new responsibilities.
There has also been a change in public perception of the need for different levels of government to
work together in partnership to increase the efficiency of all levels of government. Much of the
difference between the two plans above and this preferred alternative is based in these concepts. This
alternative description should be read together with the previous “Actions Common to Alternatives 2
and 3” section.

The primary goals of this alternative are to
preserve or protect natural and cultural resources

allow for streambank protection to protect croplands and wildlife habitat, as authorized and
encouraged by the law

preserve and protect scenic qualities as seen from the river with minimal change

provide for low levels of visitor use in harmony with the special nature of this river and its inherent
hazards

create public understanding of these goals through local interest group involvement

MANAGEMENT
Cooperative Agencies and Partnerships

The Corps of Engineers and the National Park Service could develop a revised cooperative agreement if
needed. The Corps would be responsible primarily for construction of bank protection structures,
recreational facilities, and other recreational river features as deemed necessary. The Corps would
continue to manage river flows as outlined in the current Master Water Control Manual. Through
offices in Omaha, Nebraska, the Corps would develop plans for implementation of the GMP/EIS,
including design and construction, and would participate in other studies and monitoring efforts needed
to ensure that the recreational river values were not impacted by proposed construction. The Corps
could also offer assistance to the National Park Service for interpretive displays and features as needed.

The National Park Service would retain its role as administrator of the recreational river and would be
more involved in day-to-day management activities. The National Park Service would work with
counties, landowners, and others on land development and protection issues within the boundary. In
lieu of the need for extensive acquisition called for in the General Design Memorandum, the National
Park Service would seek to protect land through local partnerships and cooperative agreements. The
NPS would be the lead for producing visitor information aids, preparing appropriate signing, and
possibly developing historical and archeological interpretive sites away from the river. The National
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Park Service would also recommend appropriate recreational development to the Corps, using the
money set aside for matching grants for recreational river projects.

Both the Corps of Engineers and the National Park Service could accept donations of interests in land
or work with cooperators to acquire easements to fulfill the purposes of the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act. The Corps would not, however, maintain management of donated lands, but would turn such lands
over to the NPS, USFWS, the state, or counties for public management, In addition, the two agencies
would work jointly on resource management issues, establishing partnerships with other agencies and
private landowners to protect and enhance the values of the Missouri National Recreational River.
Either agency may also seek partnerships with others to implement resource management or other
activities to meet the purposes of the act. The National Park Service and the Corps would jointly host
annual or semiannual public meetings in lieu of re-creating the MNRR advisory group. Host
assignments would alternate between the two agencies. They would also confer on at least an annual
basis on budget allocations, cost sharing, partnering, and joint projects. Both agencies would also
continue to confer individually with private groups.

Land Use Management

In addition to the proposals under the “Actions Common to Alternatives 2 and 3” section, land
protection objectives would maintain the rural scene, restrict intrusive development, and encourage
maintenance of the landscape through local government and private means, Easements and zoning
would be used to help maintain the rural scene and allow development in ways that emphasize the
natural attributes of the river. Land in fee title might be acquired from willing sellers in a few cases in
order to provide new public access to the river or cultural preservation and interpretation,

General Administration

Administration and Maintenance Facilities. Administrative offices and maintenance facilities for the
Corps of Engineers already exist at Gavins Point. The National Park Service would operate from a
nearby office, which is currently in O’Neill, Nebraska. Managers could combine existing facilities if
deemed efficient to do so. Maintenance facilities would be needed by the various agencies as their
responsibilities demanded. Added facilities for interpretation of cultural sites to visitors might be
accompanied by a need for ranger stations and maintenance facilities. This would depend on the
acquisition and the design of such facilities and the cooperating partners that might be involved.

Maintenance. The maintenance workload under this alternative would increase only slightly from
current levels because few new visitor facilities are proposed. Funds to maintain existing facilities are
presently budgeted by various federal, states and local agencies. Funds would need to be budgeted by
the Corps of Engineers or National Park Service for any new facilities that are built. Funds would be
needed for added work proposed to maintain and enhance habitat, as well as to assist in maintenance of
any trails that are constructed.

Law Enforcement. Local, state, and federal governments would have existing law enforcement
responsibilities in the project area, and cooperative relations would be sought. However, the National
Park Service would retain and would intend to fully exercise federal law enforcement responsibilities
on the water surfaces and on lands it owns in accordance with the administration of the national park
system, the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and the act establishing the Missouri National Recreational
River.
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Staffing Needs. The Corps would have minimal existing support staff under this alternative. NPS
involvement could be handled as collateral duty by staff assigned to the Niobrara National Scenic River
and the Missouri/Niobrara/Verdigre Creek National Recreational Rivers. The NPS employees could be
located close to the river and could be supervised as a subunit by staff at the O’Neill office.

Federal Costs. Cost categories include:

Category COE Costs NPS Costs
Labor $80,000° $283,000
Equipment, supplies, matertals, and transportation 5,000 95,000
Grants, contracts, agreements, and cost-sharing with cooperators 30,000
Technical and planning assistance for adjacent property owners 25,000
Land acquisition (both fee and easement) 100,000
Cultural and natural resources research 65,000°
Resources monitoring / studies 50,000 3,000°
Interpretive media at key river sites 20,000 128,000¢
Develop two new river access sites, plus trailsandroads - f

Total $155,000 $729,000

* Project manager GS-11, half-time; plus two design/construction engineers to prepare the General Design
Memorandum; GS-12, one-fourth time. Does not include overhead costs associated with labor.

® Park manager, GS-13, one-third time; full-time employees: outdoor recreation planner, GS-12; two park
rangers, RM&VP, GS-9; two maintenance workers, WG-7; administrative technician, GS-7

¢ One study annually

4 One overflight and two boat trips annually and monthly onsite inspections

¢ Sixteen waysides (low profile/upright wayside exhibit) @ $6,000-8,000 each

f Construction costs to be developed in the General Design Memorandum, after nonfederal cost-share
sponsor shows interest

There are no priorities associated with these costs; all are equally important. The managing agency
would be the partnership of the Corps of Engineers, the National Park Service, and state and local
governments. Therefore, presumably some of the above funds would come from the NPS budget and
some from the other governments. The relative proportion of these funding sources is yet to be
developed.

TABLE 2: ALTERNATIVE 2 — LAND USE/LAND COVER

Land Use/Land Cover Category Public Land Private Land TOTAL

(acres) (acres) {acres)
Cropland 335 7,163 7,499
Pasture/rangeland 188 2,526 2,714
Upland wooded forest 1,107 2441 3,548
Floodplain forest 3 565 568
Palustrine wetlands 36 4,529 4,565
Riverine wetlands 193 15,422 15,615
Lacustrine wetlands 0 0 0
TOTAL 1,863 32,646 34,509

Numbers were rounded off to the nearest whole acre. The 34,509 acres include 17,414 acres above the ordinary high
watermark.
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

The primary goal of resource management under this alternative would be to protect and enhance
Missouri River values as a relatively natural ecosystem with the following objectives:

* in accordance with the Master Water Control Manual and Operating Plan, allow for the
seasonal high riverflows necessary for maintaining important river habitats and species*

*  protect biologically valuable habitats essential to the river ecosystem through private and
public means

* maintain the present scenic qualities as seen from the river with minimal change

* educate visitors about threatened and endangered species, protection and enhancement of
biologic values, river processes, and the cultural resources and events that tell the story of
the river

» provide for low levels of visitor use in harmony with the special nature of this river and its
inherent hazards

* provide for recreational home development in harmony with the above objectives through local
means and appropriate standards

*This Final General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement is consistent with the existing Master
Water Control Manual and recognizes that the Master Water Control Manual is being updated. Flow releases
from the dam are outside the scope of this plan, but the National Park Service, as administrator of the MNRR,
favors an alternative that would protect and enhance the values for which the national recreational river was
included in the national wild and scenic rivers system. In reaching a decision on the update of the Master Water
Control Manual, the Corps will consider the needs of the MNRR along with the other needs of the Missouri
River basin.

Streambank Protection

Streambank protection to protect croplands and wildlife habitat is authorized and encouraged by the
law. Some erosion and expansion of banks might occur because the river has not yet stabilized to a
post-dam condition. Streambank erosion control for agricultural land would have high priority if it
could also provide new significant habitat. When feasible, erosion control structures would incorporate
features to improve aquatic habitat and create new habitat and would be designed to give the
appearance of a natural bank under normal flow conditions. Streambank erosion control should include
experimentation with softer, environmentally sensitive methods using natural appearing and other
approved materials. Purchase of rapidly eroding banks from willing sellers may be considered, if cost
effective under Corps of Engineers policy, as an alternative to stabilization. Such purchase may also
provide sediment to the river ecosystem. Section 10/404 streambank protection permits would include
conditions to ensure the protection of threatened and endangered species and significant biological
resources.
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Natural Resources

General. Natural resource management would act to preserve and protect wildlife, instream habitat,
and the natural function of the river, A primary emphasis would be on protection of species of special
concern.

Management of Biologic Resources. This altemnative would emphasize management for conserving,
protecting, and enhancing riverine biologic values on public land and could include incentives for
private property owners to improve the quantity, quality, and diversity of native wildlife and fishery
habitat in the riverine-riparian ecosystem. Federal funding for biological resource protection would be
available where the chances of success are high and the relative costs are low. Under the joint
leadership of the Corps of Engineers and the National Park Service, other agencies, local entities, and
private owners would work together to manage for the protection, restoration, and enhancement of
biologic values.

Maintenance, protection, and enhancement of biologic values in the Missouri River ecosystem would
be emphasized in this alternative. The meandering river, eroding banks, sandbars, backwater areas,
cottonwood forests, and instream snag habitat were characteristics of the pre-dam river that would be
maintained where feasibie to compensate for the effects of the mainstem dams. Floodplains, wetlands,
and nesting sandbar islands would be emphasized.

Strategies aimed at accomplishing biology-related objectives would be pursued through the annual
work plans of the cooperating agencies. These objectives should be balanced to achieve the best effect.
Within the constraints represented by a managed riverflow and the conversion of much of the old
floodplain to agricultural crops, the biological objectives for the Missouri National Recreational River
are

to maintain viable populations of native plants and animals well distributed throughout their
geographic range

to maintain genetic variability in and among populations of native species

to maintain representative examples of the full spectrum of ecosystems, biological communities,
habitats and their ecological processes

to implement management solutions at the landscape level that integrate human activities with the
" conservation of biologic resources

To accomplish these objectives, the Corps of Engineers and National Park Service would be aware of
and concerned about the health of the surrounding watershed. Restoration would be focused on
securing relatively healthy areas where the chances of accomplishing biological objectives are the
greatest, expanding riparian and floodplain restoration, and developing carefully designed restoration
strategies. '

On private land, riverine protection could be more narrowly applied to riparian buffers and
undeveloped floodplains along with other biological hotspots or intact riverine habitat patches.
Programs of agencies that provide riverine habitat and open space would be supported. Implementation
on private land would be through “bottom up” local protection and restoration efforts, incorporating
minimum federal standards and regulations along with a flexible package of financial incentives,
funding options, and technical assistance so that locally developed protection programs evolve. Other
available assistance programs include the Corps of Engineers section 22 and 11335 programs (see the
“Assistance on Adjacent Land Qutside the Boundary” section in Actions Common to Alternatives 2
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and 3). For the most part, case studies demonstrate that the productivity of degraded riparian areas can
be restored, usually with a net gain in livestock forage.

Monitoring of Resources. Significant resources, such as shrub wetlands and floodplain forests,
oxbows, islands, and sandbars, would be inventoried and monitored with emphasis on accomplishing
goals and biological objectives. The managing partners would determine the means and magnitude for
implementation of a monitoring program.

Threatened and Endangered Species. This alternative emphasizes the need for endangered species
habitat creation efforts, including those for state-listed species, while recognizing that implementation
would depend primarily on the commitment of other agencies and the private sector. The managing
agencies would coordinate with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Nebraska Game and Parks
Commission, and the South Dakota Department of Game, Fish, and Parks to further identify, protect
preserve, and enhance federally and state-listed species and their habitat,

Cultural Resources

Management of Cultural Resources. This alternative proposes management activities that would
emphasize the history and culture of the river and its surroundings. The emphasis would be secondary
to the stress placed on biological goals, but visitors would be also able to learn about the historic
importance of the area. There would be a greater understanding of the use of the river and its valley
from prehistoric times, through the period of exploration and settlement, to the present. The landscape
would retain much of its present character, intrusive development would be limited, and maintenance of
the landscape beyond the boundaries would be encouraged. Cooperation among local communities and
state and federal agencies would be sought to manage, protect, and interpret the resources in the river
valley that relate to the rich history of the Missouri River while meeting biological goals of this
alternative.

Cultural Resource Inventory, Evaluation, and Monitoring. Because unknown resources cannot be
interpreted or managed effectively, cultural resources would be inventoried to document known and
unknown sites. Areas threatened by vandalism, erosion, or natural resource management actions and
sites proposed for interpretation would have the highest priority for documentation. Resources would be
evaluated for their national register significance and integrity, and national register eligible properties
would have priority for monitoring.

Preserving and Protecting Cultural Resources. This alternative makes no recommendations for
acquisitions of specific sites. Instead, it recognizes that local cooperative resource protection efforts,
including public heritage education, a local heritage preservation commission, archeological watch
programs, and local participation in federal or state preservation programs are the best methods for
protecting cultural resources.

Where personnel and funding were available, the National Park Service could offer technical assistance
(e.g., regional or center historic preservation specialist or archeologists) and financial incentives
(through NPS Heritage Preservation Fund grants). Sites outside the boundaries but in the river valley
could be included in preservation and interpretation efforts through cooperative agreements or financial
and technical assistance. Funding assistance could also be provided for access to cultural sites outside
the boundary if the site is needed to help visitors understand the river’s history, is nearby, and improved
access is in the best interest of the site.

Sites vulnerable to damage from trampling, looting, or vandalism should be stabilized to prevent
erosion or architectural damage by the owner or local entities. Artifacts should be inventeried and

52



Alternative 2: Resource Protection/Recreation (Preferred Alternative)

collected as appropriate. The level of site access could be modified based on the best interest of the site
and any potential for visitor use. Where national register-eligible resources were threatened and no
protective measures were in place, acquisition of conservation easements or fee title to selected sites
could be necessary.

Agencies would follow environmental and historic preservation laws and regulations when modifying
areas to enhance natural river processes and protection/restoration of biologic values or during
renovation of existing visitor facilities. If needed, mitigating measures would be developed by the
managing agency in consultation with the Nebraska and South Dakota state historic preservation
officers. Protective measures such as routine law enforcement patrols could be established if the need
arose.

Continuing Research. Research programs, such as oral histories or archeological excavations, would
help involve the community in resource protection while contributing to scientific knowledge about the
area.

VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION

The visitor experience would emphasize the continuation of high quality wildlife observation, hunting,
fishing, and boating in a relatively natural setting. Visitors would be able to have a quiet, contemplative
experience on the river and would have a sense of discovery reminiscent of Lewis and Clark and other
early travelers.

The interpretive theme emphasis would be on the Missouri River’s natural systems, including the
potential restoration of some areas. People would have opportunities to learn about the Missouri River’s
natural heritage and to learn about and help protect species of special concern. Interpretation would also
highlight the 59-mile segment’s rich history and culture. The visitor experience would also focus on
visitor enjoyment of the character of the rural agricultural scene. Messages concerning visitor
responsibility for protecting cultural resources would be presented.

Interpretation

Essential informational and orientation messages focusing on boating, hunting, and fishing, and safe
river use would be provided. These messages would also emphasize visitor responsibility in conserving
and protecting species of special concern.

Interpretive programming would focus on the river’s natural resources and would emphasize changes to
the river and the efforts of agencies to mitigate adverse effects. Interpretation and education would be
offered both inside and outside the recreational river boundaries. Programs would use a variety of
methods, such as environmental education programs in local schools and in neighboring communities.
An effort would be made to build a local constituency to help protect the river’s natural values.

An interpretive and educational program would be developed to focus on the interconnection between
cultural and natural resources and changes to the river over time. A variety of interpretive methods
would be used, including written educational materials and interpretive displays at river access sites.
Basic orientation and information for visitors would be provided, and interpretation and heritage
education would be developed around the historic and cultural resources of the area.
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The National Park Service would work cooperatively with local and regional school districts, historical
societies, ethnic organizations, and cothers to interpret and celebrate the recreational river story.
Volunteers would be sought to supplement these efforts.

Visitor Activities

River-based activities for visitors would be low key and would complement the natural values of the
river. Present uses of the river, including boating, fishing, hunting, and trapping, would continue on
nonfederally owned park land.

River-based activities would respect the natural values of the river. Very few federal services would be
provided, and visitors would have to watch for sandbars, floating debris, and snags. The sense of
remoteness would add to the quality of the visit for some people. Existing uses would continue and
conflicts would be avoided between different user groups by keeping visitor uses at present levels.

Yisitor Use Management

The managing agency would encourage river users to enjoy the river in ways that were consistent with
the river’s values. Resource protection and land stewardship messages would be presented through
interpretation.

The emphasis on river history and cultural resources would assist in dispersing visitors beyond the
boundaries. Visitors would have more places to learn about the history of the river and more ways to
understand the river.

Yisitor Development and Access

Development of new visitor or staff support facilities, including river access, would not be extensive.
Such development would be kept outside significant resource areas. Where possible, land-based visitor
services and facilities would be developed outside the recreational river boundaries on public land or
private land through cooperative efforts. Some development of interpretive facilities would allow
visitors to appreciate the Missouri River as an historic highway. Development of new river access sites
could be at two locations: one near Elk Point and one between Myron Grove and Yankton, both in
South Dakota. The safety and appearance of public access facilities would be improved, but not with
the intention of expanded use.

Additionally, new hiking opportunities would be provided for visitors to explore and learn about
cultural resources of the river on both sides of the river. New trailheads would be small and might
require new or improved access roads. New trails would be designed for low impact and would be self-
guided interpretive nature trails contributing to the aesthetic and educational aspects of the recreational
river, Decisions about the number and locations of such facilities would be made in cooperation with
neighboring agencies and private individuals. The purchase of a trail easement might be required. The
managing agency might assist with funding a portion of trails, trailheads, and related work.
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GENERAL CONCEPT AND PHILOSOPHY

This alternative proposes management and interpretation of the river that would provide enhanced
recreational opportunities for visitors. In this alternative, the river would be considered underused, and
actions described in this alternative would increase use and allow enjoyment by a greater number of
people without destroying the special qualities of the river. Access points would be dispersed to prevent
crowding. Visitors would have a greater understanding of the special qualities of the river.
Interpretation of cultural resources would be important for resource protection as well as for visitor
education and enjoyment.

Implementation of recreational objectives would be emphasized, as long as they were consistent with
the need to protect natural and cultural resources and endangered species habitat. This alternative would
seek to maintain natural features in the river corridor, such as sandbars and beaches, backwater areas
for recreational fishing, and open space and picnic areas. Visitor use would be encouraged and visitor
opportunities would be expanded, which could include some compatible private development, without
adversely affecting significant natural or cultural resources or other private property owners.

MANAGEMENT
Cooperating Agencies and Partnerships

A revised cooperative agreement between the Corps of Engineers and the National Park Service could
be written if needed and signed by both agencies as described under alternative 2. The other
management concepts in that alternative would be true of this alternative also.

The National Park Service as “administrator” would work with states, counties, landowners, and others
on land development and protection issues from the riverbanks outward within the boundaries. Closer
coordination with these entities might be needed because of the generally more permissive development
standards of this alternative. The extensive acquisition called for in the General Design Memorandum
would still not be needed here, however. The National Park Service would also lead in providing
greater levels of visitor information aids, appropriate signing, and the possible development of
historical and archeological interpretive sites away from the river, in concert with the anticipated higher
levels of use. The National Park Service might recommend the development of appropriate recreational
facilities to the Corps of Engineers.

Land Use Management

Private and public recreation development, including river access points, scenic roads, trails, and visitor
structures, would remain, and future opportunities for expansion would be sought. Residential and
other private development would remain, and future expansion would be allowed. Land needed for
visitor facilities would be acquired from willing sellers. Ranching and farming would be expected to
continue.

County zoning would be encouraged in this alternative. Easements, zoning, or tax incentives would be

used to control development. Land in fee title might be acquired from willing sellers by the federal
government in order to provide visitor facilities and access points.
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General Administration

Administration and Maintenance Facilities. In recognition of its larger responsibilities for boat
ramps, trails, and campgrounds, the National Park Service would need facilities and offices near the
river. The new facilities for visitor use would require ranger and maintenance facilities.

Maintenance. The maintenance workload under this alternative would increase from present levels
because new visitor facilities are proposed. Funds to maintain existing facilities are budgeted by various
federal, state, and local agencies. Funds would be budgeted by the National Park Service for operation
and maintenance of new facilities.

Law Enforcement. Law enforcement responsibilities would be carried out as described under
alternative 2.

Staffing Needs. In addition to the current levels of staff for the Corps of Engineers and the National
Park Service, additional NPS employees would be needed to handle the added duties. Greater staff time
would be involved in developing interpretation, negotiating cooperative agreements with local
governments and individuals, managing campgrounds and trails, and coordinating law enforcement
both on and off the river. The NPS employees could be located close to the river and could be
supervised as a subunit by staff at the O’ Neill office.

Federal Costs. Cost categories include:

Category COE Costs NPS Costs
Labor $120,000* $434,000°
Equipment, supplies, materials, and transportation 5,000 145,000
Grants, contracts, and agreements and cost-sharing with cooperators 30,000
Technical and planning assistance for adjacent property owners 25,000
Land acquisition (both fee and easement) 100,000

Provide two to four new campgrounds, including access roads -
Develop two new river access sites, plus trails androads = -
Develop two scenic overlocks e

Cultural land natural resources research 130,000
Resources monitoring / studies 60,000
Assistance in developing interpretive sites, bulletin boards,

kiosks, and publications 20,000

Total $205,000 $864,000

* Project manager GS-11, three-fourths time, plus two design/construction engineers half-time, plus one
interpretive ranger one-fourth time. These are upfront costs and do not include overhead costs associated
with labor.

b Park manager, GS-13, one-third time; full time: unit manager, GS-12; outdoor recreation planner, GS-12;
two park rangers, I&VS, GS-9; park ranger, RM& VP, GS-11; two maintenance mechanics, WG-9;
administrative technician, GS-7; part time: four park ranger-interpreters, GS-4; two motor vehicle
operators, WG-4.

¢ Construction costs will be developed during the development of the General Design Memorandum, after a
nonfederal cost-share sponsor shows interest.

Remaining costs would be developed prior to finalizing this plan. There are no priorities associated

with these costs; all are equally important. The managing agency would be the partnership of the Corps
of Engineers, the National Park Service, and state and local governments. Therefore, presumably some
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of the above funds would come from the NPS budget and some from the other govermnments. The
relative proportion of these funding sources is yet to be developed.

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

The implementation of recreational objectives would be emphasized in this alternative. That may result
in more activities directed at maintaining existing habitat rather than seeking opportunity to increase or
enhance habitat. There would be a need however to meet all of the existing requirements in law to
protect natural and cultural resources and endangered species habitat. The natural features in the river
corridor, such as sandbars and beaches, backwater areas for recreational fishing, and open space and
picnic areas, would be monitored and maintained. Interpretation of cultural resources would be
important for resource protection as well as for visitor education and enjoyment.

Streambank Protection

Streambank erosion control could be used to protect land, residences and other significant structures
(bams, silos, and others), as long as significant biological resources and recreational values were
uncompromised. Some new stabilization projects could be needed to facilitate access and safe use of
the river by larger numbers of visitors. In addition, more riverfront development might result in an
increased need for streambank protection in order to protect investments.

Natural Resources

General. Natural resource management would occur as required by federal, state, and local laws and
regulations; however, an emphasis would be placed on providing opportunities for fishing, hunting,
trapping, and nature study. Trapping is not permitted on federal land administered for the purpose of
the recreational river. Habitat important to threatened and endangered species would continue to be
protected. This could be accomplished through timing of recreational use and patrolling of sensitive
resource sites.

Management of Biologic Resources. The Corps of Engineers and the National Park Service, in
cooperation with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, state wildlife agencies, and local entities and
property owner groups, would work together to manage for the protection, restoration, and
enhancement of biologic values. Generally, management for protecting and enhancing biologic
resources would be less intensive than alternative 2. Improving backwater areas and adding sandbars to
increase recreational fishing opportunities may also benefit biological resources.

Monitoring of Resources. The National Park Service and Corps of Engineers would assist in the
monitoring of resources within the recreational river. The Corps efforts would likely focus primarily on
riverine species, while the NPS efforts would likely focus on terrestrial species; however, neither would
be precluded from assisting the other with their efforts.

Significant resources within and adjacent to the river would be inventoried and monitored in order to
protect them from increased visitor use and recreational activities. Visitor activities that could result in
harmful effects on threatened and endangered species would be restricted to a level that would not harm
the species. For example, restrictions could prohibit camping, picnicking, and sports or games on tern
and plover islands.
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Threatened and Endangered Species. Management of threatened and endangered species and their
significant habitat would be less intensive than in alternative 2, but adding to jeopardy situations for
endangered species would be avoided. For example, habitat improvement that also enhances fishing or
other recreational opportunities, would be emphasized under this alternative.

Cultural Resources

Management of Cultural Resources. The emphasis on recreation in this alternative would include the
recreational value of understanding the history of human use in the river valley. Cultural resource
management would focus largely on the development of historic resource interpretation, balanced with
protective measures for significant sites.

Cultural Resource Inventory, Evaluation, and Monitoring. Resources would be inventoried and
evaluated for national register significance. Areas proposed for concentrated visitor use or development
would have the highest priority for survey and evaluation. Properties eligible for the National Register
of Historic Places and sites located in areas of high visitor use or proposed for interpretation would be
monitored, and appropriate mitigation measures would be developed to help ensure these resources are
not impacted during increased visitor recreational activities.

Preserving and Protecting Cultural Resources. Public education, site documentation and
stabilization, and development of mitigating measures would be crucial to prevent damage to sites
located in high visitor use areas. Law enforcement would also be vital to protect sites and to help ensure
that visitor use does not intrude on private property owners. Frequently, significant cultural sites are
best protected from irretrievable loss through their anonymity. Where funding was available, incentives
such as heritage preservation grants, could be used to encourage resource preservation. National
register-eligible sites would have the highest priority for protection. Where there was no other
alternative for resource protection, funding would be sought to purchase the site.

Continuing Research. Research would be the same as described for alternative 2.

VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION

The visitor experience would include a range of recreation and public use opportunities beyond what is
presently available. People of all ages and abilities would enjoy river activities that do not interfere with
others and that do not adversely impact river resources. Quiet contemplative activities, consistent with
river values, would be encouraged.

Interpretation

Interpretive facilities and programming would include a broad range of information, orientation, and
interpretation services that would emphasize recreational options as well as safety messages.
Interpretation would emphasize all of the river’s natural, cultural, and recreational themes. Messages
concerning resource stewardship and respect for private property rights would also be presented.
Interpretive services could be provided both within and outside of the river boundary. With the
exception of vulnerable cultural sites, most interpretation would be provided through self-guiding
methods.
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Some visitors would need information and other kinds of assistance requiring the managing agency to
provide more publications, information kiosks, wayside exhibits, and seasonal contact stations in
dispersed locations convenient to areas of visitor congregation.

Visitor Activities

Current uses of the river would continue. Additional recreation would be made available through the
development of new campgrounds, hiking and biking trails, scenic roads, and visitor contact facilities.

Visitor Use Management

Visitors would have more places to visit and more ways to use the recreational river under this
alternative.

Visitor Development and Access

Development would be planned to enhance visitor services and an appreciation of the Missouri River as
a historic highway. Public access facilities would be improved to address safety and appearance
concemns and to serve a greater number of visitors. Development would support expanded visitor
services that would be provided in more places. New land-based visitor facilities could be built at
existing or new access sites to meet visitor information needs. The managing agencies might seek
partners to build or operate facilities. Land would have to be acquired for these facilities, or cooperative
agreements would be arranged with public and private owners. Visits would be encouraged through
active support of land- and water-based activities. Development of new river access sites is proposed at
only two locations: one near Elk Point and one between Myron Grove and Yankton, both in South
Dakota. The safety and appearance of public access facilities would be improved. The intention would
be to provide more opportunities to accommodate expanded use.

The National Park Service would work with counties to guide development and growth in a manner
appropriate to the goals of the riverway. One or two campgrounds would be provided on each side of
the river. The location of the campgrounds has not been determined. Sites would be chosen based on
reasonable access to major roads; nearby geographic, cultural, or natural features of interest; lack of
conflict with other nearby land uses; and dispersal along both sides of the river. Private property owners
would be encouraged to provide these campgrounds, or if not provided by the private sector, the
managing agency would build them. New campgrounds might require new or improved access roads.
The managing agency might choose to assist with funding the roadwork done within the boundaries.

The National Park Service would work with local entities to identify new hiking trail opportunities. As
trails were conceived and willing sellers of land were identified, the trails might be built. New
trailheads would be small and might require new or improved access roads. The number or location of
such facilities has not been determined. Sites would be chosen based on connecting river-related
features or where loop trips could be routed to include geographic, cultural, or natural features of high
interest. They would be provided along routes that would minimize conflicts with other activities. The
routes would be chosen in cooperation with potential cooperators. The National Park Service or the
Corps of Engineers might choose to assist with funding a portion of trails, trailheads, and related work
within the boundaries.
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ASSISTANCE ON ADJACENT LAND OUTSIDE THE BOUNDARY

Local entities would be encouraged to foster the development of tour routes and scenic overlooks along
the river. Such facilities would help visitors gain an understanding of the river and the role it played in
the region’s history. For the most part, these roads would be located outside the river boundary in order
to obtain the most scenic views. In addition, the National Park Service would work cooperatively with
local governments to provide more sites for visitors to learn about the natural and cultural history of the
river and region. The National Park Service might assist with planning (but not construction or
maintenance) of scenic roads outside the boundary as long as the roads were within the boundary or
within view of this portion of the Missouri River valley.
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TABLE 3: SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

Action

Alternative 1:
Continuation of Existing
Conditions (No Action)

Actions Common o
Alternatives 2 and 3

Alternative 2: Resource
Protection/Recreation
(Preferred Alternative)

Alternative 3:
Recreational Emphasis

Concept

The National Park Service
would continue as overall
administrator of the rec-
reational river; the Corps
of Enginecers would con-
tinue its current manage-
ment presence; and the
General Design Memo-
randum (GDM) would
remain in effect.

Protection of natural and
cultural resources and man-
agement of visitor use would
be provided. Traditional
farming and ranching prac-
tices on private land would
continue. Landscape
changes would be managed
primarily through the use of
relatively nonintrusive tools.
Acquisition of easements or
fee land would occur only
when less intrusive means
failed.

1980 Management Plan and
1980 GDM would be used
as a baseline; the primary
goals would be as follows:
natural and cultural
resources would be
maintained and enhanced;
streambank protection
would protect croplands;
scenic qualities would be
maintained; low levels of
visitor use would be accom-
modated; local interest
group involvement would be
established.

Management and interpret-
ation of the river would
provide enhanced recrea-
tional opportunities. Visi-
tor use would be encour-
aged without destroying the
special qualities of the
river. There would be in-
creased, but dispersed,
access points.

Management

Cooperative agreement
details respective roles of
NPS and COE. The Corps
would continue
management of some
recreational development
in partnership with local
agencies. Varied federal,
state, and local law
management would
continue.

Several government
agencies would continue to
have responsibilities along
the MNRR, Management
would be the responsibility
of the NPS and COE. The
NPS would be administrator
or overseer and the Corps
would be the day-to-day
onsite manager. If needed, a
revised cooperative
agreement would reflect
current policies and
authorities.

The Corps and the National
Park Service could develop
a revised cooperative agree-
ment. Each would have spe-
cific responsibilities. The
Corps would continue to
manage river flows as
outlined in the current
Master Water Control
Manual.

A revised cooperative
agreement could be written
and signed by both
agencies as described under
alternative 2. Other
management concepts
would be the same as
alternative 2.
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Alternative 1:
Continuation of Existing
Conditions (No Action)

Actions Common to
Alternatives 2 and 3

Alternative 2: Resource
Protection/Recreation
(Preferred Alternative)

Alternative 3:
Recreational Emphasis

Land Use
Management

Ranching and farming
would continue under the
management of individual
property owners. If cur-
rent conditions continued,
there would be no federal
land acquisition in fee.
Land acquisition along
the river by counties and
by both states for several
recreational sites and
access on both sides of the
river might continue.
Existing residential and
other private development
areas would remain. New
developments are pro-
posed and would be built
within the boundary from
time to time.

The Corps and the National
Park Service would share
the responsibility of over-
seeing and coordinating the
management of the MNRR.
The National Park Service
would retain overall author-
ity to administer the MNRR
as a component of the wild
and scenic rivers system, and
the Corps would continue to
be responsible for most
construction activities, with
advice provided by the
National Park Service. There
could be a revised agreement
between the NPS and COE,
with the NPS role being
somewhat larger than now.
The river managers would
work with landowners to
protect as much land within
the boundary as possible.

Land protection objectives
would maintain the rural
scene and allow develop-
ment in ways that emphasize
the river’s natural attributes,
Land in fee title might be
acquired to provide new
public access to the river or
cultural preservation and
interpretation. County
zoning would be
encouraged.

Private and public recrea-
tion development would
remain and future oppor-
tunities for expansion
would be sought. Land
needed for facilities would
be acquired from willing
sellers; ranching and farm-
ing would continue.
County zoning would be
encouraged.

Visitor
Development
and Access

Existing roads and public
river access would likely
occur slowly in response
to local needs. River users
would continue to be pri-
marily local people. The
Corps could provide cost-
share funding for devel-
opment of scenic drives,
trails, etc., provided fund-
ing was available. Con-
trols over private and
commercial development
along the river would be
limited to federal flood-
plain restrictions plus
state and county restric-
tions. Cabin and housing
areas would be developed
or enlarged based on mar-
ket demand, and private
property owners might
provide additional camp-
grounds for public use.

Detail would be provided on
the amount of development
proposed. Some developed
and primitive public camp-
ing would be available along
the recreational river in
South Dakota and Nebraska.
Private property owners
might provide additional
campgrounds for public use.
Such new development
should comply with the in-
tent of the plan. Scenic
drives or creation of scenic
overltooks could be devel-
oped.

Development of new visitor
or staff support would not be
extensive. New hiking op-
portunities would be pro-
vided for visitors to explore
and learn about cultural
resources on both sides of
the river. New river access
sites would be near Elk
Point and between Myron
Grove and Yankton, SD.
Safety and appearance of
access facilities would be
improved.

Development would sup-
port expanded visitor ser-
vices and new land-based
facilities. Private property
owners would be encour-
aged to provide one to two
campgrounds on each side
of the river; campgrounds
could be built by the
managing agency. The
National Park Service
would work with local
entities to identify new
hiking trail opportunities.
New river access sites
would be near Elk Point
and between Myron Grove |
and Yankton, SD. The
National Park Service and
the Corps might choose to
assist with funding the
roadwork, a portion of
trails and trailheads, and
related work.
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Action Alternative 1: Actions Comumon to Alternative 2: Resource Alternative 3:
Continnation of Existing | Alternatives 2 and 3 Protection/Recreation Recreational Emphasis
Conditions (No Action) (Preferred Alternative)

General Maintenance workload Facilities related to habitat Maintenance facilities would | Facilities and offices would

Administration

would remain the same;
maintenance of projects
built with matching funds
from the Corps would be
the responsibility of the
cost-share sponsor, with
the exception of endan-
gered species construc-
tion. Law enforcement
would continue to be pro-
vided occasionally by
state and local authorities
to manage visitor activi-
ties. Corps and NPS
staffing needs would be
minimal. The Corps and
the National Park Service
would each have one part-
time employee.

development and manage-
ment would be provided by
state and federal agencies as
funding allowed. Current
sharing of law enforcement
responsibilities across juris-
dictional lines would be en-
couraged. Facilities would
be provided by the Corps as
funding allowed; current
sharing of responsibilities
across jurisdictional lines
would be encouraged.

be needed by various agen-
cies as responsibilities de-
manded. The maintenance
workload would increase
only slightly from current
levels. The Corps and the
National Park Service would
need to budget funds for any
new facilities. Additional
funds would also be needed
for added work. Local, state,
and federal governments
would have existing law
enforcement responsibilities
and cooperative relation-
ships would be sought. The
Corps would have minimal
existing support staff under
this altemative, and the
National Park Service would
have six full-time and one
part-time employee,

be near the river. Mainte-
nance workload would in-
crease. Law enforcement
would continue to be pro-
vided by existing state and
federal authorities. Addi-
tional NPS staffing would
be required. The NPS
would have eight full-time
and six part-time
employees.
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Action

Alternative 1:
Continuvation of Existing
Conditions (No Action)

Actions Common to
Alternatives 2 and 3

Alternative 2: Resource
Protection/Recreation
(Preferred Alternative)

Alternative 3:
Recreational Emphasis

Resource
Management

Natural: The National
Park Service would en-
courage property owners
to conserve Or restore
lands and the ecosystem
to their natural state. Na-
tural resources would
mostly be managed and
protected by private prop-
erty owners and state
wildlife agencies because
much of the habitat pro-
tection work in the Gen-
eral Design Memorandum
has not been realized. Re-
source management of
threatened and endan-
gered species would in-
volve activities by the
Corps, in consultation
with the UJ.§. Fish and
Wildlife Service, the Na-
tional Park Service, and
Nebraska and South
Dakota.

Natural: Implementation of
all existing plans for the riv-
er by federal, state, and local
partners would continue,
The managing agency and
partners would cooperate in
the inventory and monitor-
ing of river-related resources
and coordinate management
of protection/ restoration
and enhancement of biologic
resources. Floodplains and
adjacent wetlands would be
protected to the greatest
extent possible. Federal and
state endangered and threat-
ened species would continue
to be protected in all areas
under federal or state juris-
diction.

Natural: The Missouri Riv-
er would be protected and
enhanced as a relatively na-
tural ecosystermn. Natural re-
source management would
act to preserve and protect
wildlife, instream habitat,
and the natural function of
the river. Maintenance,
protection, and enhancement
of biologic values would be
emphasized. Streambank
protection to protect
croplands and wildlife
habitat is authorized and
encouraged by the law.
Floodplains, wetlands, and
nesting sandbar islands
would be inventoried and
monitored. Federal and
state-listed species would be
further identified, protected,
preserved, and enhanced.

Natural: Federal, state,
and local groups would
work together to manage
natural resources and for
protecting and enhancing
biologic resources, but it
would be less intensive
than alternative 2, Empha-
sis would be placed on
offering opportunities for
fishing, hunting, trapping,
and nature study. Back-
water areas and sandbars
would be opened to recre-
ational use. Situations that
would jeopardize endan-
gered species would be
avoided. Significant re-
sources would be inven-
toried and monitored by the
National Park Service and
the Corps.

Cultural: The Corps’ re-
sponsibility would con-
tinue to be limited to pro-
tecting archeological re-
sources on its own land.
Private property owners
and government agencies
would continue to manage
resources on their land,
and minimal law enforce-
ment would be available
to reduce the minimal lev-
els of looting or vandal-
ism. Federal undertakings
that could affect national
register or national regis-
ter eligible properties
would be subject to sec-
tion 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act.
Future research would be
limited to state historical
societies and local his-
torians.

Cultural: Cultural resources
would be managed through
cooperative efforts of prop-
erty owners, public interest
groups, local communities,
and government agencies,
The National Park Service,
in cooperation with state
historic preservation offi-
cers, would identify cultural
resources inside the bound-
ary and evaluate their sig-
nificance and integrity using
national register criteria. The
National Park Service would
work with other agencies
and local communities to
help ensure cultural re-
sources were identified and
protected during develop-
ment of new or enlarged
facilities.

Cultural: Management ac-
tivities would emphasize the
history and culture of the
river and its surroundings.
Local cooperative resource
protection efforts would be
used for protecting cultural
resources. When personnel
and funding were available,
the National Park Service
could offer technical as-
sistance and financial incen-
tives. Sites vulnerable to
damage should be stabilized
and artifacts inventoried and
collected as appropriate. Re-
search programs such as oral
histories and archeological
excavations would be used
for resource protection.

Cultural: Cultural resource
management would be
focused largely on
interpretation of historic
resources, balanced with
protection of significant
sites. Significant cultural
resources would be inven-
toried, evaluated, and mon-
itored to protect them
during increased visitor
recreational activities. Pub-
lic education, site docu-
mentation and stabilization,
and development of miti-
gating measures would be
used to prevent damage to
sites in high visitor use
areas.
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Action

Alternative 1:
Continuation of Existing
Conditions (No Action)

Actions Common to
Alternatives 2 and 3

Alternative 2: Resource
Protection/Recreation
(Preferred Alternative)

Alternative 3:
Recreational Emphasis

Visitor Use
and
Interpretation

The visitor experience
would be limited to activi-
ties and interpretation cur-
rently available on the
river; interpretation and
information would con-
tinue to be available
through publications from
local tourism and eco-
nomic development of-
fices; visitor use would
remain primarily local,
with a modest increase in
visitation. Boating, fish-
ing, hunting, and trapping
would not be expected to
change from current
levels.

Visitors would have oppor-
tunities to learn about and
enjoy the significance and
history of the recreational
river. The primary goal of
interpretive programming
would be to offer an educa-
tional and recreational
experience that would lead
to visitor enjoyment and
protection of the resources.
Primary interpretive themes
would serve as guidelines
for describing the resources
and significance of the river.
The managing agency would
act to avoid or mitigate dam-
age or would control and
regulative excessive use of
TESOUrces.

Same as Actions Common to
Alternatives 2 and 3.

A range of recreational and
public use opportunities
would be offered beyond
what is now available. In-
terpretation would empha-
size all the river’s natural,
cultural, and recreational
themes. Interpretation ser-
vices could be provided
within and outside the river
boundary. Current use of
the river would continue.

Boundary

The boundary would be
the same as that described
in the 1978 legislation.

The boundary would be the
downstream end of the
Gavins Point Dam excavated
discharge channel
{downstream boundary of
the Lewis and Clark
Project), 59 miles
downstream to Ponca State
Park, Nebraska. Lands
would be acquired only if it
becomes necessary for
resource protection or if they
are needed for recreational
facilities.

Same as Actions Common to
Alternatives 2 and 3.

Same as the preferred
alternative.

65




Action

Alternative 1:
Continuation of Existing
Conditions (No Action)

Actions Common to
Alternatives 2 and 3

Alternative 2: Resource
Protection/Recreation
(Preferred Alternative)

Alternative 3:
Recreational Emphasis

Assistance on
Adjacent Land
OCutside the
Boundary

No direct assistance to
local entities would be
provided by federal
agencies. The section
1135 program of the
Water Resources
Development Act would
provide for technical
assistance and funding for
restoring habitat lost as a
result of a Corps project.

For the most part, roads and
overlooks would be outside
the river boundary to obtain
elevated views of the river
landscape. Assistance would
be provided to local govern-
ments and property owners
only when requested or by
consent, The Corps would
provide several opportuni-
ties for land protection
and/or restoration unger
certain conditions. The
section 1135 program of the
Water Resources Develop-
ment Act would provide for
technical assistance and
funding for restoring habitat
lost as a result of a Corps
project.

Same as Actions Common to
Alternatives 2 and 3.

In addition to the actions
identified in the “Actions
Commen to Alternatives 2
and 3, local entities would
be encouraged to foster the
development of tour routes
and scenic overlooks along
the river. The Naticnal
Park Service would work
cooperatively with local
governments to provide
more sites for visitors to
learn about the history of
the river and the region.
The NPS might assist with
planning of scenic roads
outside the boundary.
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TAEBLE 4: SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

Topic

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3: Recreational
Emphasis

Natural Resources

There would be no expected im-
pacts on geologic processes or fea-
tures, physiography, pateontolegical
resources, or mineral extraction
activity. Impacts on prime and
unique farmland would continue at
a slow rate. Soil erosion would con-
tinue. Damage to natural resources
would likely increase. Wildlife
populations and habitat could be
impacted. Continuation of existing
MNRR programs under the old
GMP would not adversely affect
threatened and endangered species.
Maintenance of existing structures
for streambank erosion could
continue. New structures could be
built by the Corps of Engineers
(COE). Impacts on water, air, and
noise would be negligible.

There would be no expected impacts
on geologic processes or features,
physiography, paleontological
resources, or mineral extraction
activity. A beneficial impact would
occur on prime and unique farmland.
Soil toss from riverbank erosion and
some agricultural practices would
continue; proposals would have long-
term beneficial effects on preserving
remnants of native vegetation; fish and
wildlife populations should benefit
from proposed actions. Increased
efforts to maintain native plant condi-
tions and monitor recreational use
would benefit bald cagles, terns, and
plovers. Maintenance of existing struc-
tures for streambank eresion could
continue. New structures could be
built by the COE on donated wildlife
habitat easements as funding per-
mitted. Wetland and floodplain
protection would be improved. There
would be no effects on water, air, or
noise. Specific conditions would be
met to avoid direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts associated with
new boat ramps.

There would be no expected impacts
on geologic processes or features,
physiography, paleontological re-
sources, or mineral extraction activity.
No impact on prime and unique
farmland would result. Existing
impacts on soils would centinue as
described under alternative 1. Trends
of declining native vegetation would
probably be stabilized, but active
improvement of native vegetation from
restoration projects would be less
likely than from alternative 2. Wildlife
and habitats would be protected with
more emphasis on sport hunting and
fishing. Threatened and endangered
species would not be adversely af-
fected. Wetland and floodplain protec-
tion would generally be improved.
Maintenance of existing structures
would continue. Increasing the
number of summer homes and cabins
along the river might increase the
demand for streambank protection.
The preservation of the natural appear-
ance of the river would be positively
enhanced.

Cultural
Resources

Lack of coordinated management
and funding would result in limited
adverse effects, mostly from
neglect. Because of unknown future
development along the rivers, im-
pacts on cultural resources cannot
be predicted. Historic resources
would continue to be protected
under public and private steward-
ship; however, they could be ad-
versely affected by neglect, changes
in demographics, and inappropriate
development and visitor use, Prehis-
toric resource could be negatively
impacted from inappropriate uses,
undirected recreational activities,
development, and continued lack of
agency personnel and funding.
There is potential for adverse
impacts on ethnographic resources.

Cooperative efforts among agencies
and local citizens to identify and pro-
tect resources would benefit cultural
resources. Historic resources would
benefit from added community and
agency attention, but unless funding
was available, historic resources
would suffer. Prehistoric resources
would be protected, and interpretation
of selected sites would be beneficial.
However, if funding and staff were
lacking, resources could be adversely
impacted. Ethnographic resources
would benefit.

Generally, resources would benefit
from greater interpretation and pres-
ervation information if staffing and
funding were available to adequately
meet program needs. New develop-
ment and increases in recreational use
could adversely impact historic re-
sources, but this impact largely would
be mitigated from added community
and agency attention. If funding and
staffing were available to implement
programs, more intensive management
would help prevent most adverse
impacts on prehistoric resources,
Effects on ethnographic resources
would be the same as alternative 2.
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Topic

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3: Recreational
Emphasis

Visitor Use and
Interpretation

Scarce interpretation would result in
minimal knowledge and enjoyment
of the river by many visitors. There
would be no change to the current
river experiences for visitors; how-
ever, construction of new boat
ramps or other visitor use facilities
would not be precluded in this
alternative. Occasional crowded
conditions might exist on peak days.
Current management of visitor use
would continue, although additional
studies would still be done if
needed. Site-specific environmental
compliance regarding visitor use
would be done if future construction
warranted.

Water-based visitor use would remain
the same while land-based use could
increase slightly for a small net visitor
use increase. The quality of river ex-
periences would not change signifi-
cantly; visitors would benefit from the
opportunity to atiend, participate in,
and learn from interpretive programs.
An increase in visitor use management
tasks could be required.

Meore recreational activities and
interpretive programming would create
more visitor enjoyment and
understanding of the river’s values.
The addition of more land-based
recreational facilities would increase
the land-based visitor use and could be
significant at the regional level. There
would be no increase in water-based
visitor use because the boat ramps
would be designed to redistribute
existing visitor use. Additional site-
specific visitor use monitoring could
be conducted in conjunction with
construction, if cost-share sponsors
were interested in such construction
and if the construction moved forward.
Visitor use would be monitored to
manage visitor use so that the values
for which the MNRR was designated
would not be impacted. Land-based
visitor use management metheds, such
as increased law enforcement, visitor
education, etc., and monitoring of
land-based and river-based visitor use
would be necessary.

Socioeconomic
Resources

There would be an unknown but
probably slight benefit on the
regional economy. There would be
no impacts on land use, property
owners, and regional populations.
Unknown but minor beneficial net
effects would occur on county
expenses and revenues. A minor
beneficial increase in employment
opportunities would probably occur.

There would be an unknown but
probably measurable benefit for the
regional economy. No local impact
would occur on land use, property
owners, and regional population. A net
adverse effect on county government
through the demand for county service
would occur. Some employment
options would be decreased if land
acquisition resulted in larger holdings.
Other employment options would
increase with increased development
and with management and operation of
the recreational river and with in-
creased demand for services. There
would be an unknown but probably
minor increase in employment
opportunities.

There would be a modest benefit on
the regional econemy. Land use,
property owners, and the regional
population would be affected the same
way as described under alternative 2.
The net effect on county expenses and
revenues would probably be minor.
There would be an unknown but
probably minor increase in
employment opportunities.
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BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE RIVERWAY

The Missouri River is considered the longest river in the United States, if one includes its tributary
streams in Montana. The river shared with the Oregon Trail and the Santa Fe Trail the distinction of
being one of the three main thoroughfares to the far west. In early historic times, it was a wild and
unpredictable river that transported tons of freight.

The river is now harmessed in its upper and middle reaches by a series of multipurpose dams and
reservoirs. In its lower reaches, the river has been further tamed by channelization. The 59-mile
segment of the Missouri River from Gavins Point Dam in South Dakota to Ponca State Park in
Nebraska is one of the few remaining reaches that is unchannelized and undammed, providing a
remnant of the original free-flowing Missourt. This segment of the river has been designated as a
national recreational river because of the remarkable natural and cultural values that are worthy of
preservation.

Natural features along the corridor include two large wooded islands, wooded Nebraska bluffs, and
views of wide expanses of water with sandbars and steep or gentle riverbanks. The two large high-bank
islands (James River Island and Goat Island) are covered by dense cottonwood and dogwood stands and
are rare for the present day Missouri River. The 300- to 400-foot high Nebraska bluffs are outstanding
because they are an uncommon topographic feature in the surrounding landscape. Due to the river’s
action, some of the bluffs have eroded into sheer cliffs. The soil and subsoil show up clearly in brown,
yellow, and gray horizontal layers.
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Along the Missouri River from Gavins Point Dam downstream to the Missouri state line, researchers
have found that in the time since dam construction and channelization, deciduous vegetation has
decreased 41%, wetlands by 39%, sandbars by 97%, and grasslands by 12%. Cultivated land
meanwhile increased 43 fold in a 90-year period. The fish community has declined 80% from its 1940
level. Endangered and threatened species such as the interior least tern, piping plover, bald eagle, and
pallid sturgeon all use the river.

This section of the Missouri River is one of only two sections that reveal the original appearance of the
middle Missouri River, The native plants and animals are still quite plentiful. There are species from at
least 27 families of plants, 17 families of mammals, 29 families of birds, 10 families of reptiles and
amphibians, 15 families of fishes, and 45 families of insects in the corridor (COE 1980). Preservation
of the river setting would provide the opportunity to see the river similar to what it once was throughout
its significant history.

GEOLOGY, PHYSIOGRAPHY, AND PALEONTOLOGY

The northern high plains region is based on rocks of marine origin generally lying at the surface. The
adjacent land along the river is characterized by gently sloping bluffs to the north and steep, dissected
bluffs rising sharply from the floodplain on the south. The oldest rocks of the area are the bluff forming,
chalky limestone of the Niobrara Formation and the shales of the Pierre Formation. These accumulated
in shallow seas that occupied the western interior of North America between 85 and 65 million years
ago as the Mesozoic Era drew to a close.

These older deposits are covered in places with deposits of streams, wind, and glaciers over the last 5 to
10 million years. The project area is situated between the glaciated and unglaciated portions of the
Missouri Plateau in the Great Plains Province of the Interior Plains. According to scientists, the river’s
course marks the terminus of the southern advance of the Mankato Substage of the Wisconsin
glaciation period in the region. The wide floodplain of the Missouri River consists of sandy soils
deposited by the river since the Pleistocene.

Field study of the Missouri River environs by paleontologists has been sporadic following 19th century
expeditions. Marine strata of the Niobrara and Pierre formations that make up the Nebraska bluffs have
yielded fish and moliusk fossils and occasionally a specimen of a marine vertebrate. There has been no
systematic search for such remains by any institution. The known fossil sites of younger age are nearly
all gravel pits where small but significant collections of Pleistocene vertebrates have been obtained.
Only four sites known from the scientific literature occur in this area of the Missouri National
Recreational River.

Mineral Resources
The main mineral-related activity in the project area is the extraction of building materials, including
sand, gravel, clay, and chalk. These deposits are generally in the bluffs along the river. There are many

active and abandoned extraction sites along the Missouri River.

Small coal and peat deposits are present in Dixon County, Nebraska, but no hardrock mining or coal
mining has been done in the project area. There are no active oil and gas fields anywhere in the project
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arca. Exploratory wells were drilled in the past, but none were commercially successful. There is no
indication of renewed industry interest in the project area.

VEGETATION

Natural vegetation along the river is composed primarily of two major plant communities, the
floodplain forest of willow and cottonwood, and the elm and ocak woodland typical of the bluffs that
border the floodplain in Nebraska.

Varying stages of floodplain vegetative succession are evident throughout the project area. On the
sandbars and newly deposited accretion land adjacent to the riverbanks grow the pioneer species of
floodplain succession: annual weeds, short-lived grasses, sedges, and seedling willow and cottonwood.
Farther back and higher above the water table, larger willow and cottonwood trees dominate until
finally a floodplain forest of cottonwoods occurs on the highest banks and islands. The understory in
the mature cottonwood forest is primarily dogwood, sumac, wild grape, and poison ivy. Much of the
mature cottonwood forest on the high banks adjacent to the river has been replaced with pasture and
cultivated cropland, though remnant groves remain. The two large islands also support substantial
groves of mature vegetation. Riparian vegetation has been severely reduced by clearing for agriculture.
Over one-haif of that remaining is forested, dominated by cottonwood with lower densities of green
ash, slippery elm, red cedar, Russian olive, mulberry, and box elder. The sparse vegetation under the
mature cottonwoods consists mostly of scouring rush, Kentucky bluegrass, smooth brome, and
switchgrass. Riparian grasslands along the river are dominated by Kentucky bluegrass, smooth brome,
and other invasive grass and weeds. Agricultural conversion of wetlands and riparian forest has
eliminated over 60% of the natural areas within 0.6 mile of the river (Clapp 1977).

In contrast to mixed floodplain forest and agricultural use on the floodplain are the hardwood forests of
the adjoining bluffs. There are several places where the river flows at the base of the bluffs. The slopes
support a dense growth of oak, ash, mulberry, and walnut, with burr oak as the dominant species.
Where grazing has been limited, there is a good understory shrub layer with such species as dogwood
and sumac. This hardwood forest is dominant on the north-facing siopes and in the many draws and
ravines of the bluffs. Near the hilltops where soil moisture is less abundant and where there is a south
or west exposure, the forest is replaced by native grass mixed with yucca.

Sand dune habitat is interspersed between the other plant communities in the river corridor. The Elk
Point dunes are white, undulating sandhills that rise up to 20 feet. Distribution of vegetation in these
areas is variable, Sand dunes include areas with no vegetation, areas with considerable grass and forb
cover, and areas with tall cottonwoods only or with tali cottonwoods and an understory of willows,
cottonwood saplings, or alfalfa.

There are sandbars in or adjacent to the river that are essentially unvegetated. Sandbars provide
important resting areas for migrating waterfowl, feeding locations for breeding shorebirds, and
important breeding sites for piping plovers and least terns.

Cultivation of the fertile floodplains began in earnest with the populating of Nebraska and South
Dakota or “the region” in the late 1800s. Thousands of acres of floodplain forest were cleared and
prairies were mowed, grazed, and plowed for crops. The construction of dams, dikes, and streambank
protection eventually provided some control of the river and furthered the conversion of native
vegetation to domestic crops.
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Plant communities were mapped for the project area using Geographic Information System (GIS)
technology with data provided by the Nebraska Natural Resource Commission and the 1.8, Fish and
Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory. The plant communities include agricultural lands,
upland forest, and floodplain forest. The woody draws, cottonwood forest floodplains, and remnant
prairie patches are among the best of the last large river natural resources remaining in conjunction with
a free-flowing reach of the Missouri River.

Leafy spurge and spotted knapweed are widely distributed in the project area and are designated as
noxious weeds by the state of Nebraska. Purple loosestrife is not designated as a noxious weed but is
spreading rapidly and threatening wildlife habitat on the Missouri River. It forms dense stands on
several hundred acres of wetlands found on the bottomlands and islands. Hybrid cattails are widespread
in wetlands along the river. Eastern red cedar, a native tree, is spreading into grassland and developing
dense thickets due to suppression of prairie fires. In the uplands, other woody species besides red cedar
are also encroaching into native grasstand, including green ash, slippery elm, and smooth sumac.
Smooth brome is widespread in both the uplands and in the bottomlands, and Russian olive has invaded
many of the shrubland and bottomland forests, especially those subject to heavy grazing (COE 1991b
and 1994).

SOILS

The recreational river boundary contains land in Cedar and Dixon Counties, Nebraska, and Yankton,
Clay, and Union Counties, South Dakota. Soil surveys have been completed for Nebraska and for
Yankton and Union Counties, South Dakota (SCS 1979). The soil survey for Clay County, South
Dakota, is being updated.

The soils vary from level and nearly level silty and clayey soils on the floodplains of the Missouri River
and its terraces to undulating to steep loamy and clayey soils on uplands. Most soil types are moderately
to well drained. The Sansarc soil series consists of shallow, well-drained soils formed in residual
material from clayey shale on the breaks of the Missouri River. The Inavale soil series consists of deep,
somewhat excessively drained soil formed in sandy riverwash material on the Missouri River. The silty
clay soils on the Missouri River floodplain are deep and poorly drained, such as those in old oxbows.
Most of these areas support native vegetation and are used as wildlife habitat.

PRIME AND UNIQUE FARMLAND
Prime farmland, one of several kinds of important farmlands defined by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, is land that is best suited to growing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops. It may be

cultivated land, pasture, woodland, or other land, but it is not urban or built-up land.

The project area is primarily raral. Agriculture plays an important role in the overall economy. Primary
agricultural products include cattle, hogs, corn, oats, soybeans, and alfalfa.

The croplands and rangeland plant communities include a range of cover types such as row crops,

alfalfa fields, mixed-grass prairie, wet-mesic prairie, and tallgrass prairie, as well as both grazed and
hayed areas.
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FISH AND WILDLIFE

Fisheries are significant though somewhat degraded. Habitat on the Missouri River between Gavins
Point Dam and Ponca State Park is more typical of an unchannelized, natural river conditions than
reaches farther downstream. Native fish in this Missouri River segment are relatively productive and
include sauger (Stizostedion canadense), carp (Cyprinus carpio), channel catfish (Ictalurus punctatus),
goldeye (hiodon alosoides), shovelnose sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus platorynchus), gizzard shad
(Drosoma cepedianum), river carpsucker (Carpiodes carpio), and a naturally reproducing population of
paddlefish. This reach is one of the recovery-priority areas for the pallid sturgeon. Other common
species in the Missouri River include shorthead redhorse (Moxostoma macrolepidotum), freshwater
drum (Aplodinotus grunniens), and gar (Lepisosteidae).

The native river fishes have declined due to migration blockage, loss of habitat, change in habitat, and
competition from new species that have taken advantage of the changes, all primarily due to the river
regulation effects of the mainstem dams. These regulatory practices have resulted in a less turbid river
and an annual cycle of riverflows (hydrograph) that causes lower than normal river elevations during
critical months for fish breeding. The mainstem and tributary reservoirs are used to store spring runoff
that is released in late summer and fall. Since this is a reversal of the natural hydrograph, life cycles of
plants, nesting birds, aquatic insects, and fish are adversely affected. No peaking of Gavins Point
releases at the level for power production has been done for many years. In some years, it has been
necessary to peak a few thousand cfs one day in three to prevent lest terns and piping plovers from
nesting at low elevations. Releases on the two down days are increased to the peak release in mid to late
summer to support navigation flows.

The mainstem dams have controlled flooding, and development has encroached into the old erosion
zone near the river, where habitat was best for fish and wildlife. The forest-grassland community has
been slowly replaced by agriculture, industry, and private dwellings. From its headwaters in Montana to
the mouth at St. Louis, the Missouri River has lost 4.4 million acres of fish and wildlife habitat in this
manner. It is estimated that 475 million pounds of annual fish production has been lost since the dams
and channelization were completed. Their decline is an indication of changes from the natural Missouri
River ecosystem, such as the loss of snags and organic matter, two features vital to aquatic habitats.

Wildlife is plentiful in and along the Missouri River, but types of wildlife have changed since the
settling of the West. A recent survey of the area identified 48 species of mammals. Small mammals,
including mice, voles, bats, moles, rats, and ground squirrels, made up roughly 60% of the species.
Furbearers contributed another 20%. White-tailed deer (Qdocoileus virginianus) and mule deer
(Odocoileus hemionus) are the only large mammals in the project area; white-tailed deer may be found
throughout the length of the water project. Coyote (Canis latrans), red fox (Vulpes vulpes), and badger
(Taxidea taxus) are common. Other small fur-bearing animals include raccoon (Procyon lotor), mink
(Mustela vison), weasel (Mustelidae), muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), opossum (Didelphis virginiana),
striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), Plains spotted skunk (Spilogale putorius interrupta), beaver (Castor
candensis), rabbit, (Sylvilagus floridanus), and bobcat (Felis rufus).

For mammals as well as reptiles, the species composition has not changed significantly from early
historic times, except for the loss of grizzly bear (Ursus arctos) and large herbivores like buffalo (Bison
bison) and elk (Cervus elaphus). The community makeup, however, has been affected by land use
changes.

The river corridor is home year-round for 25 bird species. An additional 58 species commonly nest in

the area, while another 15 species are common winter residents. Over 115 species regularly use the
corridor on their spring migration and 110 return through the area during their fall migration. The
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Missouri River ecosystem is a significant pathway for migratory birds. Migrating species benefit from
bottomtand, which serves as wintering, feeding, breeding, and staging grounds. There has been
relatively little change in the diversity of the bird community from the historic past, although loss of
habitat has affected numbers.

The river and island complexes are important wildlife habitat. The chutes and backwater areas of
islands provide feeding, resting, and breeding areas for waterbirds and furbearers.

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has determined that eight species that are protected under
provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as amended) could be affected by the proposed
action for the Missouri National Recreational River. The peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus),
whooping crane (Grus americana), interior least tern (Sterna antillarum), Eskimo curlew (Numenius
borealis) pallid sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albus), black-footed ferret (Mustela Nigripes) and American
burying beetle (Nicrophorus americanus) are listed as endangered. The piping plover (Charadrius
melodus), bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), western prairie fringed orchid (Platanthera
praeclara), and prairie white-fringed orchid (Platanthera leucophaea) are classified as threatened.
Eskimo curlew, black-footed ferret, and prairie white-fringed orchid occurring within the project area is
not probable (see appendix E).

Potential rare species areas were determined using GIS technology in consultation with South Dakota
Game, Fish and Parks and Nebraska Game and Parks biologists. These areas could provide habitat for
71 identified rare, threatened, or endangered species, both federal and state. Species were identified and
noted if they were known to be or had a strong potential to be in the project area. These species were
then assigned a probability of occurrence within each of the 17 general plant communities. Individual
community rankings were then computer-generated to map high value areas.

Peregrine Falcon

Peregrine falcons are generally associated with wetlands and open areas, such as cropland and
grassland. Peregrine falcons almost always nest on steep cliffs more than 150 feet high and close to
water. They feed almost exclusively on birds captured in flight in areas such as woodlands, marshes,
and open grasslands (COE 1994).

The wintering habitat of the peregrine falcon is poorly understood and no nesting or wintering activity
has been documented in recent times. Some adults remain near the nest cliff year-round; others move
from their northernmost breeding grounds during the winter to forage farther south. Most observations
in South Dakota and Nebraska are of peregrine falcons migrating in late April, early May, September,
and October (USFWS 1995).

Whooping Crane

Whooping cranes are sometimes seen in South Dakota and Nebraska during spring and fall migrations.
They can be found in cropland and pasture, wet meadows, and shallow marshes. They use shallow
portions of rivers, lakes, reservoirs, and stock ponds. Both freshwater and alkaline basins are used for
feeding and resting. They roost in shallow water. Nearby Boyd, Knox, and Charles Mix Counties are on
the eastern edge of the whooping crane migration corridor. No sightings have been confirmed within
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the 59-mile segment of the Missouri River. Whooping cranes migrate throungh South Dakota and
Nebraska between October 1 and December 1 in the fall and March 15 and May 15 in the spring. The
Whooping Crane Recovery Plan was revised in 1986 (USFWS) and describes actions needed to ensure
their survival and aid their recovery.

Interior Least Tern and Piping Plover

The interior least tern nests on sparsely vegetated sandbars or shoreline areas that provide unobstructed
visibility in a wide channel. The size of nesting sandbars varies from under 1 acre to many acres.
Varying riverflows affect the size and quality of nesting habitat. The primary nesting period for this
species is from early May to late August. About 10% of all terns (anywhere) nest along the Missouri
between Ft. Peck Reservoir, Montana, and Ponca, Nebraska. The remaining short, free-flowing
stretches of river, including the Missouri segment below Gavins Point Dam to Ponca State Park,
provide the primary sandbar nesting habitat for temns. Forty-three percent of the Missouri River tern
population nests in the 59-mile segment of the recreational river.

Terns select nest sites away from the water’s edge and at high elevations when sufficient habitat is
available. Most terns nest in areas where there is less than 5% vegetative cover and where the cover is
only a few inches tall. The least tern eats primarily fish, feeding in shallow waters of rivers, streams,
and lakes.

Least tern populations have declined as a result of alterations of habitat (USFWS 1994). Channelization
and construction of reservoirs and pools have contributed greatly to the elimination of much of the
tern’s sandbar nesting habitat; 76% of the Missouri River within the tern’s range is either channelized
or impounded.

Current regulation of dam discharge poses additional problems for terns. Reservoirs have controlled the
flows that scour sandbars. River main stem reservairs now trap much of the sediment load, which
results in less aggradation and more degradation of the riverbed and, subsequently, less sandbars.
Predation of chicks, disturbance by people and domestic pets, trampling by grazing cattle, and flooding
during the nesting season are other factors that have contributed to population decline. The Interior
Population of the Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) Recovery Plan (USFWS 1990} describes actions
planned to return the species to nonendangered status throughout its range.

The Corps has developed an implementation plan intended to increase numbers of birds, their fledging
ratios, to manage flows to avoid impacting nests, to increase public awareness, and to increase the acres
of suitable nesting habitat. In addition, during high-flow years, the Corps has initiated the collection of
eggs and chicks for rearing in an incubation setting at the Lewis and Clark Lake Project Office.

The national recreational river provides important nesting and chick-rearing habitat for the Missouri
River population of least terns, with 31% of the total adult birds systemwide (including the Missouri
River reservoirs) being found within the national recreational river (based on surveys over the past 12
years). Numbers of adult least terns varies annually within Missouri River segments. Numbers of adult
terns from 1986— 1997 have averaged 183, ranging from 80 in 1997 to 272 in 1993 (U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers 1996 and 1997). Numbers of adult birds are linked to the amount of sandbar habitat
available, which is correlated with the amount of water in the Missouri River (which consists of
discharges from Gavins Point Dam combined with the discharges from the James, Big Sioux, and
Vermillion Rivers). For example, in 1993, discharges from Gavins Point dam were reduced to as low as
6,000 cfs in order to reduce the inflow of water to downstream portions of the Missouri River which
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were flooding. In 1997, releases were as high as 70,000 cfs to reduce the amount of water stored in
upstream reservoirs so those reservoirs could accept the record inflow from snowmelt.

In 1991 there was an international plover census (Haig and Plissner 1992). There are three historic
breeding ranges (Northern Great Plains, Great Lakes, and Atlantic Coast). The Northern Great Plains
population, which nests on wetlands and riverine systems, numbers approximately 2,500. Thirty-four
percent of the Missouri River piping plover population nests in the 59-mile segment of the recreational
river. On riverine systems, plovers usually nest in association with terns.

The piping plover nests on sparsely vegetated sandbars, sand and gravel shorelines of rivers, and alkali
wetlands. The amount and distribution of nesting site vegetation affects plover habitat and reproductive
success. Studies suggest that plovers select a higher nest site when available, and that birds select sites
away from the water's edge as well as being relatively high above the water (USFWS 1994). The
primary nesting period is from early May to late August.

The MNRR provides important nesting and chick-rearing habitat for piping plovers within the Missouri
River system, with 29% of the adult birds systemwide being found within the MNRR (based on
combined data from surveys over the past 12 years). Numbers of adult piping plovers in the MNRR
from 1986—1997 have averaged 115 adult birds, ranging from 22 in 1997 to 212 in 1988 (U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, 1996 and 1997). Numbers of plovers are also related to the amount of sandbar
habitat in the river, but not as much as for least terns, since piping plovers also regularly nest on the
prairie couteau in the Dakotas, and are found on gravel pits and reservoir shoreline areas more so than
the least terns.

Nesting habitats on the Missouri River typically are dry sandbars located midstream in wide, open
channels and with less than 25% vegetative cover. These conditions provide the essential requirements
of wide visibility, protection from terrestrial predators, isolation from human disturbance, and sufficient
protection from rises in river levels. The optimum range for vegetative cover on nesting habitat has
been estimated at 0%—10%, and the majority of the plovers nest where vegetation is less than 10
centimeters tall (USFWS 1994). Open, wet, sandy areas provide feeding habitat for plovers. Forage
areas include the nesting island and adjacent sandbar flats.

The reasons for decline of the piping plover are basically the same as the least tern: alterations of
habitat resulting in elimination of sandbars, altered flow regimes, predation, and disturbance by
humans. Actions to ensure long-term stability and survival of piping plovers that would lead to their
removal from the endangered species list are described in the Great Lakes and Northern Great Plains
Piping Plover Recovery Plan (USFWS 1988).

Pallid Sturgeon

The pallid sturgeon is a large native river fish found in the Missouri River and the lower reaches of
major tributaries. The recreational river may contain some of the most significant habitat for potential
natural reproduction of the sturgeon between the Yellowstone River in Montana and Ponca State Park.
The Pallid Sturgeon Recovery Plan (USFWS 1993) identified the area below Gavins Point Dam to the
confluence with the Mississippi River as one of four areas on the Missouri River for priority
implementation of recovery actions.

Pallid sturgeon are well adapted to life on the bottom in swift waters of large, turbid, free-flowing
rivers. The floodplain, backwaters, chutes, sloughs, islands, sandbars, and main channel waters that
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form the diverse river ecosystem provide the habitat requirements for pallid sturgeon and other native
large-river fish, such as paddiefish, lake sturgeon, blue sucker, and various river chubs.

Destruction and alteration of habitat by human modification of the river system is believed to be the
primary cause of decline in reproduction, growth, and survival of pallid sturgeon (USFWS N.d.). The
physical and chemical elements of channel morphology, flow regime, water temperature, sediment
transport, turbidity, and nutrient input all once functioned to provide habitat for pallid sturgeon and
other native species. On the main stem of the Missouri River, approximately 36% of riverine habitat
within the pallid sturgeon’s range was transformed from river to lake habitat by construction of six
dams and another 40% of the river downstream of dams has been channelized. The remaining 24% of
the habitat has been altered due to changes in water temperature and flow caused by dam operations.
The Missouri River dams also are believed to have adversely affected pallid sturgeon by blocking
migration routes and by inundating spawning and nursery areas.

Waestern Prairie Fringed Orchid

The western prairie fringed orchid is usually found in tallgrass calcareous silt loam or subirrigated sand
prairie. There are orchids in Hall, Lancaster, Otoe, Sarpy, Seward, and Cherry Counties in Nebraska. In
South Dakota the orchid historically was found in wet meadows in the Big Sionx Valley in Minnehaha
County, South Dakota. Although the orchid is not known to grow now in South Dakota, potential
habitat does exist, so it may be present in South Dakota.

American Burying Beetle

The American burying beetle has recently been collected (1993 and 1994) in Dawson, Lincoln, Keya
Paha, and Cherry Counties in Nebraska. Beetle habitat is not clearly defined, but recent captures
suggest the possibility of riparian woodlands, wetland forest, mixed agricultural land (including
pastures and mowed fields), and grassland. Historic locations for the beetle in South Dakota include
Haakon, Union, and Brookings Counties. There may be beetles on some of the older wooded islands,
but none have been confirmed.

The beetle is attracted to carrion anywhere in South Dakota or Nebraska that has significant humus and
topsoil suitable for the burying of carrion, on which it is dependent for food. The beetle is one of the
largest of its kind and is a strong flier, which enables it to move great distances in search of its prey.

Bald Eagle

Bald eagles use mature riparian forested areas near streams and lakes. The large cottonwood trees along
the Missouri River have reached their maturity and are beginning to degenerate. Eagles depend on these
trees for nesting, perching, and roosting. Cottonwood regeneration has been almost nonexistent due, in
part, to the preclusion of natural overbank flooding along the Missouri River. Ultimately, successional
changes lead to replacement of cottonwoods by smaller climax species, such as green ash. Destruction
of wild areas through development and increased human activity are adversely affecting the suitability
of both breeding and wintering areas.

Although most of the mature floodplain forest has been dramatically reduced since settlement (Bragg

and Tatschl 1977), the floodplain along most of the flowing reaches has sufficiently large cottonwood
trees for nesting. Three major areas of mature cottonwood forest remaining on the Missouri River in
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South Dakota are known to support wintering populations of bald eagles, including portions of the
recreational river, particularly in the Yankton/James River Island area. Bald eagle wintering habitat was
identified in a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service report (USFWS 1986). Nineteen areas were identified as
being known wintering areas or having potential as wintering areas.

Migrating and wintering bald eagles may be found in South Dakota and Nebraska from November 1 to
April 1. The eagles feed on fish and weak or injured waterfowl near the open tailwaters downstream
from Gavins Point Dam. Actions to ensure long-term stability and survival of the bald eagle in the
northern recovery region are described in the Northern States Bald Eagle Recovery Plan (USFWS
1983).

CANDIDATE SPECIES AND SPECIES OF CONCERN

Table 5 lists species for which current information indicates that listing by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service as threatened or endangered may be appropriate, but for which conclusive data on biological
vulnerability and threat are not available. It is NPS policy (but not Corps policy) to give these species
the same consideration and protection as federally listed species. An example of a candidate species is
the paddlefish, whose populations have decreased throughout its range (Hesse et al. 1993).

WATER RESOURCES
Surface Hydrology

The Missouri River in the project area is still in a relatively natural state. It is the only river segment
downstream of Gavins Point Dam that has not been channelized by dikes and revetments. It is
characterized by a wide, meandering channel with shifting sandbars and subsidiary channels.

The river has seven principal aquatic habitats: the main channel, main channel border, sandbar, pool,
chute, backwater, and marsh. The sandbar, backwater, and marsh habitats are especially threatened.
These habitats are extremely productive and dynamic, and are not duplicated in the channelized or
impounded segments of the river.

Hydroelectric power production does not determine the magnitude of the Gavins Point release. The
limited storage capacity of Lewis and Clark lake ensures that Fort Randall Dam releases are passed
through Gavins Point Dam within two to three days. Gavins Point smooths the peaking releases
normally made from Fort Randall. The Gavins Point release is determined by system storage and the
severity of downstream flooding , not the Fort Randall release. It is also the focal point for controlling
uniform riverflows on the open Missouri and contributes significantly to navigation.
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TABLE 5: FEDERAL AND STATE THREATENED, ENDANGERED, OR CANDIDATE SPECIES

Soutn
COMMON NAME (SCIENTIFIC NAME) FEDERAL NEBRASKA DAKOTA
Vertebrates — Birds Status Status
Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) T ST SE
Black tern (Chlidonias niger) Of concern
Cerulean warbler (Dendroica cerulea) Of concern
Eskimo curlew (Numenius borealis) E SE SE
Ferruginus hawk (Buteo regalis) Of concern
Interior least tern (Sterna antiliarum athalassas) E SE SE
Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus migrans) Of concem
Osprey (Pandion halieatus) ST
Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) E SE SE
Piping plover (Charadrius melodus) T ST ST
Waestern burrowing owl] (Athene cunicularia hypugea) Of concern
Whooping crane (Grus americana) E SE SE
White-faced ibis (Plegadis chihi) Of concern
Vertebrates — Mammals
Black bear (Ursus americanus) ST
Black-footed ferret (Mustela nigripes) E SE SE
Mountain lion (Felis concolor) ST
Plains spotted skunk (Spilogale putorius interrupta) Of concern
Northern river otter (Lutra canadensis) SE ST
Swift fox (Vulpes velox) Of concern ST ST
Vertebrates — Fish
Banded killifish (Fundulus diaphanus) SE
Blacknose shiner (Notropis heterolepis) ST
Blue sucker (Cycleptus elongatus) Of concern
Central mudminnow (Umbra limi) SE
Finescale dace (Phoxinus neogaeus) ST ST
Flathead chub (Platygobio gracilis) Of concern
Lake sturgeon (Acipenser fulvescens) Of concern ST
Longnose sucker {Caltostomus) ST
Northern redbelly dace (Phoxinus eos) ST ST
Paddlefish (Polyodon spathula) Of concern.
Pallid Sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albus) E SE SE
Pear| dace (Margariscus margarita) ST SE
Plains minnow (Hybognathus placitus) Of concern
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SouTH
COMMON NAME (SCIENTIFIC NAME) FEDERAL NEBRASKA DAKOTA
Plains topminnow (Fundulus sciadicus) Of concern ST
Sicklefin chub (Macrhybopsis meeki) Of concern ST
Sturgeon chub (Macrhybopsis gelida) Of concern ST
Topeka shiner (Notropis tristis) Of concern
Troutperch (Percopsis omiscomaycus) 8T
Western silvery minnow (Hybognathus argyritis) Of concern
Vertebrates — Reptiles and Amphibians
Blandings turtle (Emydoidea biandingii) Of concern ST
Eastern hognose snake (Heterodon platirhinos) ST
False map turtle (Graptenys pseudogeographica) Of concern ST
Lined snake (Tropidoclonion lineatum) ST
Northern redbelly snake (Storeria occipitomaculata) ST
Spiny softshell (Apalone spinifera) ST

Invertebrates — Freshwater Mussels

Elktoe (Alasmidonta marginata) Of concern
Scaleshell (Leprodea leptodon) Of concern
Spectacle case pearly mussel (Cumberlandia monodonta) Of concern

Invertebrates — Insects

American burying beetle (Nicrophorus americanus) ' E SE
Plants

Blowout penstemon (Penstemon haydenii) SE
Bulrush (Scirpus hallii Of concern

Butterfly weed (Gaura neomexicana spp. coloradensis) SE
Prairie white-fringed orchid (Platanthera leucophaea) T

Western prairie fringed orchid (Platanthera praeclara) T ST

T = Federal Threatened; E = Federal Endangered; ST = State Threatened; SE = State Endangered

The actual May through September Gavins Point releases for the 30-year period 1967 through 1996
average 33,500 cfs. The reservoir system first filled to normal operating levels in 1967. Output from the
COE’s Long Range Study {LRS) Model, which uses inflows dating from 1898 through 1993, shows
that the May through September Gavins Point release would have averaged 33,400 cfs using the Corps;
currentt water control plan guidelines (1997). The L.S. model results from the period of record data
1898 through 1993 compare favorably with the recent actual historical data 1967 through 1996 as far as
Gavins Point average release data for May through September. Highest sustained Gavins Point releases
have been 60,000 to 61,000 cfs from August through November in 1975 and 60,000 to 70,000 cfs from
June through November 1997. The record November 1997 Gavins Point release of 70,000 cfs was to
help evacuate the highest annual runoff in 100 years record, which was 48.7 million acre-feet, 197
percent of normal. Releases only averaged 8,000 cfs in August 1993 to help control the great Midwest
Flood of 1993. The 100-year Gavins Point flood release is estimated to be 79,500 cfs.
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The Corps of Engineers performs flow management of the river to accomplish purposes authorized by
Congress. General guidelines for flow determinations are spelled out in the Corps’ Master Water
Control Manual, and system release plans are updated monthly depending on reservoir system storage,
anticipated system inflows and multipurpose requirements. An annual operating plan is published each
year, which forecasts intended operations assuming varying water conditions. Each fall, federal and
state agencies, Indian tribes, the general public, and all others are invited to comment on a draft annual
operating plan.

Management continues to be determined by the Corps of Engineers, primarily according to the Master
Water Control Manual and the Corps’ annual operating plans. Consultation with the National Park
Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and others occurs during the draft stages of the annual
operating plan.

Wetlands

Thirteen lacustrine, palustrine, and riverine wetland community types were identified and mapped for
the recreational river using USFWS National Wetlands Inventory data. The categories were further
classified by the Nebraska Game and Parks Natural Heritage Program into wetland community types
based on their habitat similarities and association with rare, threatened, and endangered species. The
Nebraska Wetlands Priority Plan (1991), written by the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission in
cooperation with Fish and Wildlife Service, identified this river segment as a wetland complex that
qualified for acquisition consideration under provisions of the National Wetlands Priority Conservation
Plan.

Backwater chutes, pools, and lakes were a part of the braided river channel created by erosion and
sedimentation. Wetlands, created by changes in channel shape, were maintained by periodic flooding.
Lack of floeding has changed the species composition of remaining wetlands.

Floodplains

The upper and lower sections of the Missouri River are influenced by the presence of the large dams
and extensive riverflow regulation by the Army Corps of Engineers. The river bed has degraded in a
number of areas leading to steeper banks, which in turn decreases bank stability. Eroded bank material
contributes to the formation of mid-channel bars. Current erosion rates, deposition patterns, etc., reflect
the river’s attempt to adjust to the regulated flow regime. The floodplain along both sides of the river
generally has substantial galleries and patches of large cottonwoods and associated species. In places,
the floodplain forests extend up to 1 mile from the river. Cottonwoods are also commonly associated
with several large islands within the free-flowing Missouri River segment.

Before portions of the Missouri River were channelized and impounded, it annually eroded portions of
its floodplain (USFWS 1993). Most of this erosion has now stopped. Erosion was a natural function of
the river system. Through erosion, inorganic sediments, organic matter, and large woody debris were
introduced into the river. This material was essential to habitat dynamics and nutrient cycling. Such
sediment and nutrient discharge are the raw materials for habitat development. Construction of dams
eliminated 80% of this matertal.

The 100-year and 500-year floodplains were determined and mapped using GIS technology. Areas

prone to flooding were mapped with data provided by the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission, in
consultation with COE and NP5 hydrologists. The flood-prone areas were then used to evaluate the
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existing (alternative 1) boundary. Some potential sites for new facilities are located in the 100- and 500-
year floodplains.

The ordinary high water mark was interpreted from 1:24000 scale color aerial photography taken in
October 1991. Vegetation patterns were the key indicator used; if there was no vegetation in a flow
pattern, it was assumed to be inside the ordinary high water mark.

Water Quality

Water quality in the project area is generally good. Water quality measurements have been collected at
Gavins Point Dam and Yankton, and data has been collected near the mouths of the two major
tributaries, the James River and Vermillion River. Water released from Gavins Point Dam generally
complies with the requirements listed in the Federal Water Pollution Control Administration’s Water
Quality Criteria, dated April 1, 1968. The inflows from the James and Vermillion Rivers have
occasional high levels of fecal coliform bacteria; however, this is not expected to cause sufficient water
quality degradation in the Missouri River to limit its use for primary contact recreation. Degrading
point-source water quality influences are downstream of the study area near Sioux City, lowa.

Selenium is found in eastern South Dakota. The Corps of Engineers did an analysis of the Missouri
River water and sediment during 1992 in conjunction with a project to create habitat for interior least
tern and piping plover. Sample sites included Niobrara, Nebraska, and Running Water, South Dakota,
west of this segment, Results indicated that selenium amounts were below the limits set in state water
quality standards and recommendations by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

Dams caused the water of the Missouri River to become less turbid, or much clearer, by reducing
natural sediment transport in the river. It is believed that high turbidity did not affect the primary energy
source of the river, the erosion caused by main channel meandering, or the runoff from tributaries
(Hesse et al. 1988).

Water quality standards established by both Nebraska and South Dakota require that the water be
suitable for primary contact recreation and warmwater fish propagation. The standards can only be
applied to controllable pollution sources. A possible major source, nonpoint agricultural land use, is not
included. Contact recreation is not expected to be limited anywhere except possibly near the James and
Vermillion Rivers.

AIR QUALITY

Atr quality is an important resource that directly affects the visitor experience. The Clean Air Act (42
U.S.C. 7401 et. seq.} was amended in 1977 to preserve, protect, and enhance the air quality in national
parks, wilderness areas, and other nationally significant areas. Under the act, the recreational river was
designated as a class II clean air area. This means that moderate, well-planned industrial growth could
be permitted near the recreational river as long as the class II maximum allowable increases for
particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide are not exceeded. The federal land manager (the
assistant secretary of the interior for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife and Parks) and the National Park
Service have the responsibility to protect the area’s air quality-related values, including visibility,
plants, animals, soils, water quality, cultural and historic objects and structures, and human health.

Congress amended the Clean Air Act again in 1990. The amendment retained and enhanced the park
and wilderness provisions. Section 169A of the Clean Air Act established a national goal of preventing
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future and remedying existing visibility impairment that results from anthropogenic sources of air
pollution.

Air quality in the project area is generally good. The project area is in the Nebraska Intrastate Air
Quality Region. The project area is an attainment area for the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.
The clean air and good visibility for scenic views are important values of the project area.

NOISE

Noise levels in the project area are varied, with relative tranquility in some areas, typical urban sounds
in more developed areas near towns, and seasonal sounds of motorboats in other areas. The opportunity
to experience a quiet, natural environment is part of the relatively primitive recreational experience that
is valued on the recreational river.
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The cultural resources along the river require consideration in planning and resource management.
Archeological, historic, and cultural landscape resources include places and objects that reflect and
have meaning to past and present human cultures or that have important information about them. These
tangible resources are nonrenewable; once their significant material aspects are gone, they are lost
forever. Renewable ethnographic resources are associated with traditional human use and may include
sacred sites and traditional use areas.

PREHISTORIC RESOURCES

This segment of the Missouri River lies at the juncture of several geographic, climatic, and
environmental transition zones that include plains, prairies, and woodlands. For thousands of years this
rich and varied topography, geology, animal life, and vegetation have provided opportunities for many
different prehistoric Indian groups to hunt, gather, trade, and build settlements. The archeological
remains of their tools and weapons, campsites and habitations, food, and religious and ceremonial
objects provide clues to their lifestyles. Each of the prehistoric Indian groups adapted to the area and its
resources differently, which resulted in observable distinctions among the area’s sites.

A number of archeological projects have been conducted in or near the recreational river and are
summarized in NPS 1994¢ and Ludwickson et. al (1981). Surveys have varied in coverage, research
direction, reporting, analysis of data, and terminology. Most of the sites have been defined by the
presence of surface materials, and only limited excavations have been conducted in the area.

Of the 285 sites within or adjacent to the riverway, only three are Euroamerican (two mills and a
cemetery). However, a number of the sites are multicomponent. These sites contain evidence of
occupation or use by several different groups, often over a long period of time, and may include historic
features. The rest of the sites can be defined only as prehistoric or protohistoric. {(Generally,
Protohistoric sites were created during the time when Euroamerican exploration and early settlement
were occurring). The prehistoric and protohistoric sites include burials and burial mounds, villages, and
campsites with scattered lithics and ceramics. These archeological sites fall into the following periods
and/or cultural affiliations that have been identified by archeologists.

Paleoindian Period

Paleoindian people hunted large game such as the now extinct mammoth and Bison antiquus from
about 11,500 to 7,900 B.P. These sites are often identified by the presence of Clovis, Folsom, or Llano
type projectile points. Three Paleoindian period sites have been found along the Missouri River in or
immediately adjacent to the project area.

Archaic Period

Like the Paleoindians before them, Archaic groups occupying the area from about 8,500 years before
present (B.P.) to about 2,000 years B.P., relied on a wide range of animals and gathered food. However,
scientists speculate that climatic changes contributed to the extinction of large animals, which made
Archaic people more dependent on vegetables and smaller game.
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A number of Archaic sites have been found along the Missouri River, but only four have been
identified in or adjacent to the study area.

Woodland Period

The development of farming and new technology and tools such as the bow and arrow and ceramics
marked the transition into the Plains Woodland period (from about 2,000 to 800 years B.P.). When
compared to earlier times, this period is characterized by an increasing complexity in the numbers and
variety of tool types and styles, shelters, and in types of animals used for food. It is thought that bison
hunting and gathering were supplemented by horticultural crops like corn and squash. Symbolic items
and elaborate mortuary practices suggest increasing ritual or religious behavior.

Numerous Woodland sites found in the area include burial mounds, base camps, habitation sites that
once had lightly built skin or thatch-covered structures in a dense cluster, hearths and pits, and traces of
wigwam type structares. Remains of maize, squash, gourds, bison, and a variety of woodland animals
have been found at these sites, along with numerous lithic materials and decorated ceramics.

Great Oasis

Great Oasis appears to have been an independent cultural group practicing extensive trade (especially in
shells) with other groups to the east from whom they may have acquired comn. Area Great Qasis sites
date between about 1,150 and 850 years B.P. and are contemporaneous with Late Woodland
occupations in Nebraska and southeastern South Dakota. Great Qasis sites often include the remains of
moderately large villages or small camps with storage pits that held large quantities of cultivated plant
foods. Artifacts include distinctive pottery.

A number of Great QOasis sites occur along the recreational river and include scatters of lithic materials
and ceramic shards, campsites, storage pits, and some burials.

Coalescent Tradition

During the period from around A.b. 1000 to A.D 1400, cultures collectively known as the Central Plains
Tradition developed in Kansas, Nebraska, and western Iowa. These groups built villages of loosely
scattered square earth lodges that contrasted with the compact villages of the Middle Missouri Tradition
(built north and upriver from the study area). Interaction among these two groups and prehistoric
farmers from the upper Midwest (the Oneota) resulted in a new cultural tradition in the study area from
about A.D. 1300 through historic times. This Coalescent Tradition includes St. Helena Phase sites along
the Missouri River.

Numerous Coalescent and/or St. Helena Phase sites have been recorded along the Missouri River
between the upper Niobrara and Ponca. Of these the majority are within the project area. St. Helena
Phase sites include at least 17 village, house, and burial sites within the Indian Hill Archeological
District in Dixon County, Nebraska. Other important St. Helena Phase sites are the Shulte site in Cedar
County, Nebraska with 18 earthlodges, and the Wiseman Village and nearby Wiseman Mounds. One
site associated with a Western Oneota occupation is near the river in South Dakota.
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HISTORIC USE

Historic Indian tribes, including the Omaha, Ponca, Santee Dakota, Pawnee, Arikara, Ioway, and the
Brule and Oglala Divisions of the Lakota, are also believed to have used the area. The Omaha and
Ponca are closely related and are believed to have once been parts of the same tribe. French maps show
Omaha Indians on the land along the Missouri River, and they are known to have participated in the fur
trade. They settled in what is now northeastern Nebraska and adjacent South Dakota during the 17th
century and built political alliances with the Ponca. An Omaha site at Bow Creek was occupied during
the 1730s. Ponca homelands were generally west of the project area, although at the time of contact
with Euro-Americans, traditional Ponca hunting grounds extended all the way from southeastern South
Dakota to near Lincoln, Nebraska.

The Pawnee may have been part of the Coalescent Tradition of the Dakotas, and their historic
homeland was along the Loup and Platte Rivers in central Nebraska. Archeologists also believe that
before the 1500s the ancestors of the historic Pawnee once lived in small farming hamlets scattered
along the Missouri River. Other than occasional bison hunts, the Pawnee apparently made little use of
this area in historic times. They had no permanent villages within the project area. The tribe was
removed to the Indian territory in the 1870s,

The Arikara lived in earthlodge villages, some with central plazas. The Arikara and Pawnee are both
thought to have been part of the Coalescent Tradition of the Dakotas and may have been associated
with prehistoric St. Helena Phase sites along the Missouri River. The archeological record suggests the
Toway came into the recreational river area around 1700 and left circa 1720 to 1750. The Yankton
Sioux located in an area near present-day Gavins Point Dam, and several of their village sites are still
present in that vicinity.

Several area sites have been dated to the protohistoric period, a time when Europeans first began to
explore the area, including the “Bad Village” of the Omaha and the Santee/Yankton Village. Smutty
Bear's Yankton Village and Yankton Village sites are above Gavins Point Dam near Yankton. Area
sites also include Sedentary Sioux and Omaha, Oneoto, and Ponca.

In the early 1800s relations between the Dakota and the U.S. government were generally peaceful, and
several major treaties established boundaries for the tribe. Wars with the Chippewa encouraged some
emigration westward, but the Santee or the eastern Dakota were widely scattered following the
Minnesota Sioux uprising of 1862. In 1866 one group of Santee were forcibly relocated to what is
today the Santee Reservation in Knox County, Nebraska.

Eurcamerican exploration of this area began in the early 1700s when the Mallet brothers ascended the
Missouri in search of trade routes. Spanish traders soon followed, and by 1739 traders and explorers
had built encampments at the mouth of the Niobrara River. A number of trading posts were built along
the Missouri River in association with the fur trade. Several of these forts were situated along the 59-
mile stretch of the Missouri River, including Ft. Vermillion I, McClellans Trading Post, and a
Columbia Fur Company Post.

Acquisition of the area as part of the Louisiana Purchase in 1803 led to the 18041806 Lewis and Clark
expedition that hoped to link exploration with westward expansion and American commercial
development. The Lewis and Clark expedition diaries described geographic features and landmarks
along the route, several of which are still visible. These features include Mineral Bluffs (just above Elk
Point), the Ionia “volcano”, recorded by Clark on August 24, 1804; Spirit Mound, visited by the
expedition on August 25; and Calumet Bluff, the site of the expedition’s first council with the Plains
Indians on August 30, 1804. While none of Lewis and Clark’s campsites have been verified
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archeologically, general locations have been identified from journals and local landmarks. Locations
include campsites near Mineral Bluffs, Sweeney Bend, the mouth of the Vermillion River, Goat Island,
northeast of St. James, near the mouth of the James River, and opposite and a little below the present
city of Yankton. On their return in 1806, they camped in the vicinity of Rush Island. Some of these
landscapes as seen from the river are also reminiscent of the scenes reported by Lewis and Clark.
Features recorded during their 1804 visit include cottonwood stands, islands, and bluffs along the river.

During the mid-1800s a series of military expeditions explored the Missouri River valley seeking
transportation routes across the Great Plains. As fur tophats went out of style, the fur trade network
ceased to be a powerful force in the area. Official federal Indian policy during the first half of the 19th
century included assimilation and removal of Indian tribes. Around the time of the Civil War, overland
and by steamboat travel through the area increased as Euroamericans seeking land and gold in the West
began to filter through the region. Treaties with Indian tribes were negotiated and repeatedly violated,
and conflicts between tribes and Euroamericans escalated. Eventually a chain of military forts was
constructed across the northern Plains.

By the 1880s most Indians had been confined to reservations where their survival depended on the
Indian agencies. Various religious groups sent missionartes to minister to Indians, soldiers, and
travelers and to establish missions and build churches on the reservations.

As tribes were removed to reservations, land in the study area came open for settlement. Immigration
into the area was encouraged by the Homestead Act of 1862 and aided by the development of reliable
overland routes, such as the Fort Randall Stage and Wagon Road, increased steamboat and ferry service
on the river, and construction of railroads (the Chicago, Milwaukee, and St. Paul Railroad in South
Dakota and the Chicago and North Western Railroad in Nebraska). During the late 1870s and early
1880s, immigrants from France, Ireland, the Scandinavian countries, Czechoslovakia, Germany, and
German-Russia settled in this area and established farms and ranches, small market villages, and
crossroads communities, such as the communities of St. Helena and Wynot. Originally treaties provided
for individual allotments on the new Santee reservation, but the Dawes Act of 1887 provided for
opening of nonallotted land to settlers. During the last three decades of the 19th century the main force
in Santee life was assimilation.

Late 19th and early 20th century immigrants built a number of local communities like St. Helena,
Concord, Dixon, North Bend, and Ponca. Historic Euroamerican structures and features from the late
1800s and early 1900s include general stores, postal facilities, mills, farms, churches, school buildings,
granaries, railroad depots, and cemeteries. A number of century farms (farms owned by the same family
and located on the same property for at least 100 years) are present along the river. Danish settlers
formed the nucleus of Norway Township in Clay County, and their barns and houses, built in the
Danish style, are part of a thematic national register nomination. Czech farmsteads dot the landscape in
Yankton County. Fifty-seven cultural sites have been documented in or adjacent to the river, including
farmsteads, historic houses and barns, cemeteries, and sites associated with early settlement.

A number of the river’s other historic resources are related to transportation themes. The river was the
primary highway to the northern Plains until the late 1800s. At least five steamboats are known to have
been lost in the MNRR stretch of this historic transportation conduit. The wrecks probably now lie
beneath silt and sandbars. The historical record (Chittenden 1897) for steamboat wrecks loosely links
these locations to bends in the river (many of which no longer exist) and to tributaries (which still do
exist). Therefore, the exact locations are not known, and it is likely that any wrecks would be deeply
buried, especially near Yankton (two wrecks reported), near the mouth of the James River (one wreck),
and near the mouth of the Vermillion River (two wrecks).
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Railroads facilitated the development of communities like Yankton and Burbank, both of which have
numerous historic homes and businesses listed on national and state registers of historic properties. The
Meridian Bridge spanning the Missouri River at Yankton was a significant engineering accomplishment
because its design provides two vertically stacked spans for motor traffic and a vertical lift span to

allow the passage of boats beneath. During the early 20th century a number of transportation routes
were established or improved, including South Dakota State Route 50, built along the Fort Randall
Stage and Wagon Road.

Ponca State Park, developed in 1934, is a planned recreational facility whose structures and landscape
design illustrate public works projects built during the Great Depression. The park also demonstrates
the growth of 20th century tourism and recreation along the Missouri River in Nebraska.

Extensive flooding prompted the passage of many flood controi measures during the mid-1900s. The
Flood Control Act was passed in 1944 to capitalize on the potential of the Missouri River. This law
created a program, later known as the Pick-Sloan Plan, which has had far-reaching benetfits for the
entire Missouri Basin through flood control, irrigation, navigation, development of recreation areas, fish
and wildlife conservation, and production of hydroelectric power. Construction related to the Pick-
Sloan Plan created a number of utility corridors and engineering structures, including the Gavins Point
Dam and powerhouse, which were built during the mid 1950s.

Cultural Landscapes

The pastoral qualities of the landscapes are widely appealing, but a cultural landscape is more than a
beautiful scene: “It is a space on the surface of the earth that has a degree of permanence, with its own
distinct character, either topographical or cultural, and above all a space shared by a group of people.
When these people modify their patch of ground, a cultural landscape results™ (NPS 1994).

The river valley contains a series of cultural landscapes that were created through the interaction of
people with natural forms and forces. The landscapes include residences and farm buildings (many of
them historic), bridges, roads and trails, fences and corrals, orchards and gardens, cultivated fields,
grazing land, and forested areas. The arrangement of these features on the land and the spatial
relationships among them combine to create these rural landscapes. These landscapes are.characteristic
of this area, not only because of the landforms and vegetation, but because of the ways people settled
the land and used its resources, particularly with traditional farming and cattle ranching. The states of
South Dakota and Nebraska have identified numerous historic resources that contribute to agrarian and
ethnic landscapes. For example, settlers constructed residences and farm buildings of native chalkstone.
Often the design and arrangement of these buildings was guided by the availability of local materials,
the topography, and by cultural traditions.

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES
AND NATIONAL HISTORIC LANDMARKS

Very few of the cultural resources of the study area have been rigorously studied and evaluated to
determine national register eligibility, national historic landmark (NHL) status, or level of significance
in a national context. In Nebraska, within or immediately adjacent to the recreational river boundaries,
six historic properties are listed on the National Register of Historic Places: the Bow Valley Mills, the
Meridian Bridge at Yankton, Schulte Archeological Site, Wiseman Archeological Site, Ponca Historic
District, and the Indian Hill Archeological District. Most South Dakota national register sites are within
the Yankton and Vermillion Historic Districts. A number of South Dakota farms included in a
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noncontiguous thematic nomination of Czech folk architecture in southeastern South Dakota are close
to but not within the boundaries of the river. In recognition of its importance to American history, the
route of the 1804-1806 Lewis and Clark expedition was designated as a national historic trail in 1978.

The Historical Overview and Inventory of the Niobrara/Missouri National Scenic Riverways (NPS
1994b), the Draft Archeological Overview and Assessment, Niobrara/Missouri National Scenic
Riverways (NPS 1994a), and the Draft Cultural Anthropological Overview of the Niobrara/Missouri
National Scenic Riverways (NPS 1995} helped to identify prehistoric and historic resources in the study
area that have potential for further evaluation for national register eligibility. Specific recommendations
include further study of Gavins Point Dam, the powerhouse(s} and other features related to the Pick-
Sloan Plan to determine their national significance as related to technology, engineering, and invention.
Further study of the ethnic sites, structures, and communities to determine their potential as nationally
significant historic districts, cultural landscapes, or multiple resource nominations is also recommended.
Ethnographic resources associated with traditional farming and ranching and with ethnic settlements are
included in the area’s cultural resource base. During preparation of the Cultural Anthropological
Overview (NPS 1995), researchers consulted with Indian tribes to identify tribal concemns, traditional
uses, and sensitive areas. This information would be used in project planning to ensure that important
resources are protected, but information would not be made public unless tribes so request. Additional
research is needed to further document traditional ranching and farming and the cultural landscapes
associated with these activities.
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There is little or no identification of, or orientation to, this unit of the national wild and scenic rivers
system for visitors. The area is not often a destination for national visitors; the majority of use is by
local people in Nebraska and South Dakota. The recreational river offers a variety of river-related
activities, including boating, fishing, hunting, trapping, and wildlife viewing. There is both private and
public access to the 59-mile stretch of the Missouri River.

There is no single entry point into the recreational river. Local users put their boats onto the 59-mile
stretch of the Missouri River at any of the public or private boat ramps. There are many small towns on
both the South Dakota and Nebraska sides of the Missouri River, so there are multiple arrival
experiences in the local area. The river can be crossed only at Gavins Point Dam and at Meridian
Bridge at Yankton, South Dakota.

There are two businesses on the 59-mile stretch of the Missouri River where visitors can purchase
supplies: the Sportsman’s Steak House (a restaurant and bar) and Atens Resort (boat rental and repairs,
bait shop, and restaurant).

This section of the Missouri River offers a variety of experiences. Local people, especially those who
grew up in the area, recognize the river’s beauty and bounty. A variety of scenery surrounds river users,
and views include broad, open vistas. People who fish, hunt, or canoe on the Missoun River can hear
the sounds of nature, inclading moving water and wind in the trees. The river has a calming effect on
people. The calm, quiet experiences on the river are almost always balanced with the challenges of
negotiating watercraft around, over, or through low water, sandbars, snags, and other river obstacles.
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VISITOR USE MANAGEMENT

The earliest study that included estimates of visitor use was the 1976 study, the results of which were
contained in the 1977 Umbrella Study (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1977). This study estimated
annual recreation-days at 950,000, of which the majority of use was for swimming (298,000), followed
by fishing (214,000) and camping (129,000). Hunting, picnicking, boating, and canoeing were
combined for 309,000 recreation-days. This study also estimated that the ultimate demand for
recreation within the MNRR would be 1,700,000 recreation-days, but no estimate was given on when
that ultimate demand would likely be reached. No information exists as to what methodology was used
to determine recreation-days in this study, and participants in the visitor use portion of the study are no
longer with the Corps. Therefore, these data can only be taken at face value and cannot be compared
with any confidence to more recent visitor use studies.

In 1991 the Corps contracted for initial visitor use studies in conjunction with the Master Manual
review. The extensive survey sample was composed of fishing license holders. The participants
provided data on number of trips to river sites, number in party, types of recreational activities, and
duration of stay. The reach from Gavins Point Dam to Sioux City, which includes the MNRR, had
404,000 recreation user-days estimated from the survey. A number of concerns were raised regarding
the limitations of the sample of fishing license holders, since boating is a significant recreational
activity in the open river.

Another visitor use study was done by the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission in 1993 (Hesse et
al.1993), which documented visitor use along the Missouri River, including the MNRR segment. The
study results were reported in user-hours, not user-days, and the activity breakdown was much finer
than in the 1976 study. For example, instead of fishing, activities were broken down by types of fishing
activity such as seining. The Corps used these data when writing Volume 6C, entitled Economic
Studies, Recreation Economics, of the 1994 Master Water Control Manual Draft EIS. The user-hours
for each recreation activity were converted into user-days, based upon the survey average hours per
recreation activity and expanded to the population with the survey methodology. Total user-days for
public access points in the river reach were estimated at 721,000 recreation days. Although the
identified number of cabins in the 1993 survey were used, a separate mathematical calculation was
developed by a Corps’ recreation team to estimate cabin use at 227,000 recreation days per year. The
total recreation days were estimated at 948,000.

INTERPRETIVE PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

Orientation/Information

There are few orientation or informational materials available to the public that pertain expressly to the
recreational river. The Department of the Interior and the Corps of Engineers published a Public
Information Fact Sheet on the Missouri National Recreational River. It offers a map, information about
available facilities, and safety and river use messages. The recreational river is not identified with signs

or noted on local highway signs.

Both Nebraska and South Dakota publish boating, fishing, and hunting guides that include the
recreational river (in addition to Lewis and Clark Lake and other water-based recreational resources).
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These guides provide information conceming boating, fishing, and hunting regulations on the river and
safety messages.

Interpretive Programs

Only a limited amount of interpretation on the Missouri River’s natural and cultural history can be
found along this stretch of the Missouri River. The interpretive exhibits in Yankton and at Gavins Point
Dam are adjacent to the recreational river. However, the area’s history and cultural heritage is more
extensive than these exhibits would suggest.

For example, the region’s rich and complex Native American history is barely covered. Several tribes
are mentioned in the context of their initial contacts with the Lewis and Clark expeditions in August
and September 1804 and September 1806, but there is no treatment of prehistoric occupation of the
area or of tribal histories subsequent to white contact.

There is little interpretation available concerning the Euroamerican settlement of the region. Waves of
European immigration included the Danish, Swedish, Norwegian, Irish, Czech, Bohemian and German-
Russians. Physical evidence of the impact of immigrant and American ranchers, farmers, and settlers is
all around the recreational river. Present-day visitors to the area can learn about this history through
personal contacts with local people or by participating in local festivals, fairs, rodeos, or other activities.

The natural resources of the Missouri River are interpreted onty minimally. Changes in the Missouri
River’s physical appearance and the history and operational aspects of the Corps of Engineers’ efforts
to control Missouri River flooding are presented in the Lewis and Clark Visitor Center at Gavins Point
Dam. Staff at South Dakota’s Lewis and Clark Recreation Area west of Yankton offer programs on
basic aspects of natural history.

There is an existing Corps program for endangered species (especially least terns and piping plovers)
interpretation along the Missouri River, including the MNRR. Public awareness actions include radio
and televised public service announcements during nesting season, school visits, campground talks,
scasonal interpretive signs and posters (especially near boat ramps), and an Internet access site.

Missouri River Interpretive Facilities

Ponca State Park. The Nebraska Game and Parks Commission offers an informational and interpretive
brochure on Ponca State Park in Ponca, Nebraska. The brochure discusses the Lewis and Clark
expedition as well as the park’s flora and fauna.

Interpretation of the Lewis and Clark expedition of 18041806 was formalized at Ponca State Park in
1997. The National Park Service, under a cooperative agreement with the state of Nebraska, built a
river observation deck at Ponca State Park and installed wayside exhibits interpreting the expedition,
the latter in coordination with the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail.

Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail. The Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail (established
by Congress in 1978 as a component of the national trails system) is administered by the National Park
Service, in partnership with many federal, state, and local agencies, private organizations, and private
landowners. Interpretation is provided along the trail from Iilinois to Oregon. In Nebraska the historic
expedition is interpreted in several parks and museums along the Missouri River, as well as by a series
of state historical markers. Planning is underway by the National Park Service to construct a series of
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interpretive kiosks and panels along the expedition route through Nebraska. The National Park Service
is working with the Corps of Engineers and the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission to construct
interpretive kiosks at Lewis and Clark Visitor Center at Gavins Point Dam and in Ponca State Park, in
Ponca, Nebraska.

Spirit Mound. A new organization, the Spirit Mound Trust in Vermillion, South Dakota, is raising
tunds to purchase and protect Spirit Mound. Visited and described by Lewis and Clark on August 25,
1804, the mound is located 6 miles north of Vermillion. A sign for the site is in place at the turnoff on
South Dakota Highway 19.

Yankton. The Yankton Area Chamber of Commerce offers a walking and auto tour brochure for the
city of Yankton. Visitors can walk or drive to nearly 40 different historic residences and buildings,
including the Historic Downtown Yankton District (National Register of Historic Places). Some of the
attractions include the G.A.R. Hall, Gurney Seed & Nursery, Camegie Library, A.M.E. Church, and
many individual residences. Only the Cramer-Kenyon Heritage Residence is open to the public for
tours. The chamber of commerce hands out thousands of the brochures every year to walk-ins,
conventioneers, and visitors to the Yankton Riverboat Days and Summer Arts Festival held every
August. The estimated number of people who take the seif-guided tour is 2,000-3,000 per year. The
Riverboat Days Festival attracts over 100,000 annually to Yankton.

Dakota Territorial Museum. The Dakota Territorial Museum in Yankton, South Dakota, interprets
the early years of the town’s history. Operated by the Yankton County Historical Society, the museum
contains several historic buildings, including a schoolhouse, railroad depot, and blacksmith shop. The
main building houses American Indian artifacts and memorabilia from Yankton’s years as a
transshipment point on the river and as capital of the Dakota Territory. Visitation to the museum
averages 10,000 people annually.

Gavins Point Dam. The Corps of Engineers offers public tours of the powerhouse at the dam. There
are interpretive displays about the dam and powerhouse functions. Printed orientation and information
brochures about COE areas are provided for visitors.

Lewis and Clark Regional Visitor Center. The Corps of Engineers’ Lewis and Clark Visitor Center
is at Gavins Point Dam on the Nebraska side. The visitor center offers interpretive exhibits that cover a
wide range of history and natural history topics. The Lewis and Clark expedition, transportation routes,
fur trade, steamboat era, railroading, and hamessing the river are a few of the subjects. Artifacts from
the main stem dam construction and early Corps explorations are on display. Large picture windows
offer views of the dam and lake. The number of people visiting the Lewis and Clark Visitor Center has
varied up and down from 20,000 to 45,000 annually since its opening in 1976. Most recently, the
number of visitors totaled 37,310 in 1997 and 32,543 in 1998.

In spring 1996 the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with the National Park Service, installed
interpretive wayside exhibits at a visitor center overlook. These wayside exhibits interpret the Lewis
and Clark expedition in coordination with the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail.

Lewis and Clark Recreation Area, South Dakota. This area lies just west of the recreational river
segment. On summer weekends, interpretive programs are offered for visitors at the Lewis and Clark
Recreation Area managed by the South Dakota Departiment of Game, Fish and Parks. Recreation area
staff members present the programs throughout the area, and subjects focus on crafts and natural
history. At the Gavins Point unit of the recreation area, people can visit an interpretive shelter.
Interpretive panels offer information on the Yanktonai people of the region; on Missouri rivercraft,
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including steamboats and keelboats; and on the Lewis and Clark expedition meeting with the Yankton
at Calumet Bluff in 1804.

Lewis and Clark State Recreation Area, Nebraska. This area also lies just west of the recreational
river segment. The Nebraska Game and Parks Commission manages six areas along Lewis and Clark
Lake encompassing 1,315 acres. Facilities include a marina with 80 boat slips, gas, a convenience store,
286 camping pads, 178 with electrical hookups, water, restrooms, and showers. The recreation area
lacks a visitor center and it does not have any interpretive exhibits. A brochure is in the planning stage.
Visitation for 1995 was estimated at over 100,000 people. Interpretive programs or facilities are not
available at Nebraska’s Lewis and Clark State Recreation Area.

RECREATIONAL FACILITIES

There are more than 15 public and private access areas on the Missouri River from Gavins Point Dam
to Ponca State Park. All South Dakota areas are on the left bank (L) and all Nebraska areas are on the
right bank (R).

Gavins Point Tailwaters, Nebraska (River mile 810.+R)

The Corps of Engineers manages Gavins Point Dam and its recreational facilities. On the Nebraska
side, the tailwaters area is available for fishing all year. There are picnic shelters, a playground, a fish
cleaning station, and restrooms. A double-wide concrete ramp allows access to the river.

Gavins Point Tailwaters, South Dakota (River mile 810.+L)

There are several developed COE areas downstream from the dam on the South Dakota side of the river
that offer recreational facilities. Collectively, the Pierson Ranch area, Chief White Crane area, training
dike area, and Cottonwood area have concrete boat ramps, a campground, electric hookups, a jogging
and bike trail, picnic shelters, a playground, restrooms, a fish cleaning station, a fishing pier, and a
beach.

Aten Resort, Nebraska (River mile 808.8R)

This privately owned resort provides limited access to the Missouri River. A gravel ramp may be
unusable due to heavy siitation. The resort offers a boat dock, restrooms, and concessions.

Riverside Park, South Dakota (River mile 805.81L)

Owned by the city of Yankton, this public park has a double-wide boat ramp for access to the river. The
park offers a campground, boat docks, restrooms, picnic tables, firepits, ball diamonds, a playground,
and an amphitheater. This park was developed under the 1980 General Management Plan for the
MNRR, using this funding and authorization in conjunction with the cost-share sponsor, the city of
Yankton.
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St. Helena Access, Nebraska (River mile 798.8R)

This public access point is owned by Cedar County and offers a single-wide boat ramp. The site has
picnic tables and shelters, firepits, restrooms, and a campground.

Wiseman Wildlife Management Area, Nebraska (River mile 786.0R)

This area is managed by the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission. It is dedicated to the management
of habitat for fish and wildlife. Activities include hunting, fishing, trapping, and nonconsumptive use of
wildlife.

Myron Grove Game Production Area, South Dakota (River mile 787.2L)

Operated by the South Dakota Department of Game, Fish, and Parks, this area has a boat ramp, a dock,
parking, and restroom facilities. The area is known locally as “High Line” landing because of an
electric powerline that once spanned the river here. This river access point was developed under the
1980 General Management Plan for the MNRR, using this funding and authorization in conjunction
with the cost-share sponsor, Clay County, South Dakota.

Brooky Bottom Landing/Cedar County Park, Nebraska (River mile 784.9R)

This small public park is owned by Cedar County and offers a double-wide concrete boat ramp for river
access. The site has picnic tables and shelters, benches, restrooms, and a campground.

Vermillion Boat Club, South Dakota (River mile 782.6L)

Privately owned, this site offers limited access with a membership. The site has a single-wide concrete

boat ramp. Recreational facilities and activities include a boat dock and restrocom. Only members and
guests can use the boat ramp.

Clay County State Recreation Area and
State of South Dakota Recreational Area, South Dakota (River mile 780.8L)

This area consists of two adjacent parks. The Clay County State Recreation Area is a 200-acre park
with no river access. The park has a rodeo grounds, picnic area, and playground. There is little or no
camping. The state recreational area provides parking and a boat ramp for river access. Most of the
public use is on the riverfront; the boat ramp is heavily used in the summer.

Frost Wilderness Area, South Dakota (River mile 778.0L)

The South Dakota Department of Game, Fish, and Parks operates this wilderness area as an
undeveloped forest area along the river. There are no facilities and river access is not very good. There
is little public use.
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Indian Hills Park, Nebraska (River mile 764.5R)

This park is privately owned. It has a boat ramp, picnic tables, camp pads with electrical hookups, and
additional open areas for camping. The present ramp is at the foot of the bluffs.

Mulberry Bend Wildlife Management Area, Nebraska (River mile 775.4R)

The new Mulberry Bend Wildlife Management Area boat access facility was a community project
facilitated by the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission. A small park offers parking, a vault restroom.
and a boat ramp (accessible) on a gravel county road.

Bolton Game Production Area, South Dakota (River mile 763.5L)

The South Dakota Department of Game, Fish, and Parks operates this unimproved area. There is some
clearing of underbrush and trees for parking. The boat ramp is sometimes unusable due to high water.
A few local people use the area, but there is little other public use. Access is poor because of a dirt road
entrance,

Ponca State Park, Nebraska (River mile 753.5R)

Sitting on top of bluffs overlooking the Missouri River, this scenic 859-acre state park offers many
recreational amenities. Established in 1934 by the state of Nebraska and developed by the Civilian
Conservation Corps, the park has access to the river via a wide concrete boat ramp. Recreational
facilities include housekeeping cabins, a campground with electrical hookups, restrooms, showers,
picnic areas and shelters, scenic overlooks, hiking trails, and a swimming pool. This park offers an
excellent view of the unchanneled river in its natural state. Attendance at Ponca State Park in 1998 was
260,450.

RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES

The river offers a scenic area with opportunities for boating, fishing, canoeing, and wildlife
observations in a relatively undeveloped landscape. River users can feel a sense of slow passage
through a historic transportation corridor with its prehistoric and historic American Indian occupation,
Lewis and Clark expedition campsites, fur trade, steamboating activities, and surrounding rural
landscape. The various recreational activities along this segment of the Missouri River are described
below.

Camping

Developed public camping is available at the COE Gavins Point Dam tailwater areas. Downriver,
developed public camping is available at Riverside Park, St. Helena access, and at Ponca State Park.
Private campgrounds open to the general public within the recreational river are at Indian Hills Park
and Brooky Bottom.
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Hiking/Trails

The only current areas for public hiking within the recreational river are in Ponca State Park. There are
hiking trails throughout the park, and horseback trail rides are offered during the summer.

The Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail does not include a continuous hiking corridor; rather it
consists of rivers and reservoirs, short trail segments, and marked highways, which sometimes very
loosely follow the expedition routes. Visitors have options for hiking, driving, or boating segments of
the trail. The number of visitors who follow the historic trail along this section of the Missouri River is
not known but is increasing with the approach of the expedition’s bicentennial in 2004-2006.

Fishing

There is abundant fishing along the recreational river throughout the seasons. Gavins Point tailwater
species include walleye, sauger, channel and flathead catfish, crappie, ¢el, drum, paddlefish, buffalo,
smallmouth bass, white bass, and carp. Species in the Missouri River below Gavins Point include
channel and flathead catfish, drum, carp, sauger, walleye, white bass, crappie, sturgeon, and paddlefish.

Hunting

Hunting is popular along the Missouri River. Waterfow] hunting along the river and in its marshy
backwaters is some of the best in Nebraska and South Dakota. White-tailed deer are hunted in the
bluffs above the river and in the creek bottoms through the grasslands and croplands. Wild turkeys are
hunted along the river bottom and in forests, while pheasants, bobwhite quail, and Hungarian (gray)
partridge are hunted in agricultural fields. Squirrels are hunted in the forested bluffs along the river,
The only public hunting along the 59-mile stretch of the Missouri National Recreational River in
Nebraska is in Ponca State Park, where deer hunting is allowed with a special permit. Hunting occurs
on private land with permission of the landowner.

Scenic Drives

Gther than the overlooks at Ponca State Park, there is little access to the river for people seeking open,
scenic views. Because land use is primarily agricultural, there are few roads along the river for scenic
drives. In Nebraska there are two short sections of county road along the river.

Lewis and Clark Lake

Lewis and Clark Lake, impounded behind Gavins Point Dam, extends about 25 miles upstream from
the dam, is immediately upstream of the recreational river, and covers 33,000 acres. This lake is one of
the largest, most intensively developed, water-based recreational resources in a 200-mile radius. The
lake provides accessible deep water and has highly developed facilities for shoreline recreation on the
South Dakota side (Lewis and Clark Recreation Area) as well as less intensive recreational
development and access on the Nebraska side (Lewis and Clark Lake State Recreation Area). The
Corps of Engineers also provides recreational facilities near the dam.

Recreational activities on the lake include boating, waterskiing, sailing, swimming, fishing, and
hunting. Campsites are offered on both sides of the lake, and picnicking, horseback riding, bicycling,
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hiking, cross-country skiing, and snowmobiling are popular. Because of the extensive recreational
facilities and activities that it provides, Lewis and Clark Lake attracts a great number of visitors from
throughout the surrounding area, particularly from the states of Nebraska, South Dakota and Iowa. In
1994 visits to the South Dakota state recreational facilities reached 1,043,451. Visits to the Nebraska
state recreational facilities on the lake reached 95,206 in 1994, The total number of visits (head count)
at Lewis and Clark Lake (including Nebraska and South Dakota facilities, COE facilities, and areas
with walk-on and drive-though use) from October 1, 1993, to September 30, 1994, reached 1,630,718.

RECREATIONAL USE PATTERNS
Missouri River

Downriver from Yankton and the developed facilities on Lewis and Clark Lake and at Gavins Point
Dam, the character of the river changes dramatically. There are few land-based services on either side
of the river for river users, with primitive river access being the norm. The majority of visitation is
local.

Commercial boat rental services are available. Traditional uses of the river by local people include
boating, fishing, hunting, trapping, wildlife watching, and the use of personal watercraft and airboats,
both of which are illegal on national park system waters. The Missouri River has constantly changing
sandbars and snags and is difficult to navigate; safe use of the river requires some knowledge and
experience.

Most river use occurs from Memorial Day to labor Day, especially on good-weather weekends and
holidays. The nature of the river precludes certain uses of the river; however, typical uses on any given
weekend includes numerous boats and sunning and playing volleyball on sand beaches such as at Goat
Island. Boat use on the river increases during higher than normal releases from Gavins Point Dam,
since more water reduces the tendency for boats to get stuck on underwater sandbars.

Summer use of cabins and trailers along this section of the Missouri River is high and increasing, based
on anecdotal observations by local residents. Developments on the recreational river consist of
permanent residences, seasonal residences, cabins, and trailers. In the area of Brooky Bottom Park and
Sportsman’s Steak House, there are about 50 cabins and houses. Other homes and cabins are in the
Holmes addition (river mile 786-786.5 in South Dakota); 14—15 summer trailers at the Vermillion Boat
Club (river mile 782.6); development at river mile 782.8-783; and development at the Ponderosa, south
of Burbank, South Dakota (river mile 769—770). There is also a loose cluster of homes and cabins near
river mile 772 at the mouth of the Vermillion River.

Although several visitor use studies have been completed in the past 20 years, none have been done
using consistent collecting and recording methodology. Inconsistent data hinder the analysis of visitor
use trends. Baseline visitor use studies are needed, as is ongoing monitoring of visitor use. For more
information on existing visitor use studies, see pages 29 and 30.
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The socioeconomic region is defined as Cedar and Dixon Counties in Nebraska and Yankton, Clay, and
Union Counties in South Dakota. The information in this section was derived from a 1993 report
prepared for the National Park Service by the University of Nebraska-Lincoln Bureau of Business
Research.

DEMOGRAPHICS

The regional population has decreased 7% during the last 65 years. The population gains in Clay and
Yankton Counties have nearly offset the substantial decreases in the other three counties. The 1990
census recorded 59,000 people in the five-county region. Since there has been no significant exodus of
younger people, the median age is similar to the average for Nebraska and South Dakota. There is
substantial immigration to the area; only 61% of the residents are living in the state where they were
born. The population is 98% white. There are no American Indian reservations in the immediate project
area.

EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME

Total employment in 1990 was approximately 33,000. Between 1975 and 1990 farm employment
decreased sharply from 20% to 13% and is now approaching the average for the two states,
Government employment decreased slightly to 20%, which is higher than the state averages for either
Nebraska or South Dakota. The rest of the economy experienced a broad-based increase in
employment, especially in the manufacturing and service sectors. The net effect was that overall
employment in the region increased 12% between 1975 and 1990. During this same peried total
employment for the two states increased 25%.

The primary sources of employment are government, manufacturing, service sector, and retail sales.
Tourism makes a minor contribution to the regional economy. In 1990 tourism was responsible for
approximately $5 million in payroll, 580 jobs, and $4 million in tax receipts. This overstates the impact
of tourism because most visitor use is by local residents and generates no added economic benefit to the
regional economy. Economic benefits result only to the extent that visitors bring in money from outside
the region.

Regional per capita income ($14,774 in 1990) is lower than in most surrounding counties or in South
Dakota, Nebraska, or the nation as a whole. The poverty rate is 15%, which is only slightly higher than
the average for the two states. After adjusting for inflation, it becomes apparent how different
components of personal income changed between 1975 and 1990. Farm income varied due to weather
and prices, but the overall trend was down. Nonfarm income also decreased. These decreases in
earnings were more than offset by growth in income sources other than employment. Per capita
government transfer payments (retirement, medical, welfare payments) were 54% higher in 1990 than
in 1975, substantially outpacing the growth in the two states and the nation. Such payments now
account for 17% of total personal income and would be expected to continue to increase as the
population ages. Dividends, interest, and rent income also grew dramatically and now account for 19%
of total personal income.
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INTRODUCTION

The National Environmental Policy Act requires that environmental documents disclose the impacts of
a proposed federal action and any adverse effects that could not be avoided if the proposed action was
implemented. In this instance, the proposed federal action would involve implementation of the general
management plan for the recreational river. Through comparison of the impacts of each alternative, the
relative merits and drawbacks of each can be evaluated, and informed decisions for managing the
recreational river can be made. The environmental consequences addressed in this document pertain to
actions resulting from implementation of the General Management Plan.

This General Management Plan is a vehicle to establish long-term management objectives, identify
issues, and establish courses of action, including areas of further study, necessary to address the issues.
The range of alternatives provide an opportunity to assess various options for meeting management
objectives from a programmatic viewpoint.

The alternatives in this plan offer general strategies for long-term management and protection of land
and water resources and recreational use. This is a general analysis and addresses the potential results of
following different alternatives of management. Because no specific land purchase or construction
projects are proposed, and the alternatives are general strategies for long-term management, the
consequences (or impacts or effects) can only be assessed in general terms. Where possible, direct and
indirect effects are identified. As actions mentioned in this plan are implemented, site-specific
environmental compliance requirements will be met.

THE DERIVATION OF IMPACT TOPICS

'To compare the impacts of the alternatives and focus the discussion of potential consequences of
proposed actions, specific impact topics were selected. These were based on federal laws, regulations,
and executive orders; National Park Service Management Policies; knowledge of the resources;
resource studies; and concerns expressed by private property owners, special interest groups, and other
agencies.

Soils

Soils support plant and wildlife habitat that exists along the recreational river. Potential facilities and
visitor activity could affect soils. Impacts to soils could include erosion, compaction, and/or soil mixing
resulting in an inability for the soil to support plant and wildlife habitat.

Prime and Unique Farmland

Prime farmland, one of several kinds of important farmlands defined by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, is the land that is best suited to food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops. Federal
agencies are required to analyze the impacts of federal actions on agricultural lands. The policy was
developed to minimize the effect of federal programs in converting prime, unique, or locally important
farmland to nonagricultural uses.
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Vegetation

NPS management policies state that the National Park Service will seek to perpetuate native plant life
as part of natural ecosystems. The vegetation communities along the recreational river are important
resources that provide habitat, prevent soil erosion, and create an aesthetically pleasing environment for
visitors.

Wildlife/Fisheries

NPS management policies state the National Park Service will seek to perpetuate native animal life as
part of natural ecosystems and to perpetuate the inherent integrity of water resources and aquatic
ecosystems.

Threatened and Endangered Species

The Endangered Species Act requires an examination of the impacts of federally funded and permitted
actions on all federally listed threatened and endangered species. NPS policy also requires an
examination of the impacts on species of special concern.

Wetlands, Floodplains, and Streambanks

Executive order 11990 and NPS management policies require an examination of the impacts of
federally funded and permitted actions to wetlands. Executive order 11988 and NPS policies require an
examination of impacts on floodplains and of potential risks involved with placing facilities within
floodplains.

Water Quality

NPS management policies state the National Park Service will seek to perpetuate surface and
groundwaters as integral components of aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems. The National Park Service
will seek to restore, maintain, or enhance water quality consistent with the Clean Water Act.

Air Quality

The Clean Air Act requires federal land managers to protect air resources and NPS management
policies address the need to analyze air quality during planning.

Noise

Noise levels have the potential to impact visitor experience and adjacent landowners and therefore have
been analyzed.
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Cultural Resources, Including Cultural Landscapes

The National Historic Preservation Act and NPS planning and cultural resource guidelines call for the
consideration and protection of historic properties in planning proposals. As defined by the National
Historic Preservation Act, the term historic properties refers to all cultural resources, including
prehistoric archeological sites, cultural landscapes, and historic sites eligible for or listed on the
National Register of Historic Places. Areas along the recreational river contain numerous archeological
and historic resources valuable in American history and prehistory.

Ethnographic Resources

Laws such as the National Historic Preservation Act, the American Indian Religious Freedom Act, the
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, and NPS policy require attention to
American Indian concerns in planning. Because the Santee and Yankton Sioux and Ponca tribes have
traditional ties to the land and value special sites and resources within the three recreational rivers,
ethnographic resources are addressed in the following impact sections. The National Historic
Preservation Act also recommends that ways be found to preserve diverse historic, ethnic, and folk
cultural traditions, so impacts on local ranching and farming communities would also be considered.

Visitor Activities

What types of activities, where they occur, when they occur, and how many visitors participate in
various activities within the park have a direct impact on the quality of the visitor experience and the
ability of the park staff to protect the resource base. Visitor activities and use are key to the mission of
the National Park Service and are included in the impact section as part of the planning discussion.

Visitor Use Management

The management of visitor use is a critical element of overall park management. Where, when, for what
purposes, and in what volumes visitors use the park are elemental aspects of a well functioning park.
Proactive management of visitor use can prevent problems and conflicts before they result in
unacceptable resource damage or degradation of the visitor experience; therefore, this topic is addressed
in the plan.

Interpretation

Interpretation and orientation are integral functions of any national park. How these functions are
implemented and how successfully they provide information to the public and visitors can greatly affect
visitor use and enjoyment of the park. These activities can also be effective management tools for
resource protection.

Recreational River Staff Payroll and Other Expenditures

The Missouri National Recreational River does not exist separately from the local and regional

economic and social environment. NEPA and CEQ implementing regulations recognized that federal
actions, such as creating and developing units of the national park system, could affect local and
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regional economic and social conditions. One of the most direct socioeconomic impacts of a park is the
hiring of staff and expenditure of funds to support the staff. Such expenditures tend to have a positive
effect on the local area.

Land Use, Property Owners, and Regional Population

Creation of a new park unit invariably results in some changes in land use, and possibly ownership that
may affect the local populace. These potential changes need to be addressed as part of the planning and
decision making process related to the development of any new park.

County Expenses and Revenue

Development of this park would encourage recreational use of the Missouri River. Increased use would
place some extra burden on local authorities for law enforcement and emergency services. Often
national park status may also lead to changes in property values — increases in value for property
adjacent to the park due to increased desirability as residential sites. Acquisition of private property for
park purposes will lead to the removal of land from the local real estate tax roles. Such impacts on local
county expenses and revenues are examined as part of the affected socioeconomic environment.

Employment
Besides the direct employment of park staff, national park units tend to indirectly provide additional
employment opportunities in recreation-related businesses such as motels, restaurants, automotive

services, and guide services as a result of increased visitation to the region. Such opportunities could be
locally important and are therefore analyzed.
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ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION

IMPACTS ON NATURAL RESOURCES
Geology, Physiography, and Paleontology

Analysis. Alteration of geologic processes or features, physiography, or paleontologic resources are not
expected. There are no major earthmoving or blasting activities proposed that would impact geologic
processes or features or cause substantial alteration of the topography. Minor facility development
would not impact the above resources. Prior to any facility development, paleontologic assessment
would be done, and facilities would be relocated to avoid any scientifically important paleontologic
resources should they be discovered.

Conclusion. There would be no expected impacts on geologic processes or features, physiography, or
paleontologic resources.

Mineral Resources

Analysis. Extraction of sand, gravel, clay, and chalk would continue at dispersed sites scattered along
the river valley. Mining has the potential to impact resource values along the river valley. The Wild and
Scenic River Act does not preclude mining or mineral extraction on private land. Existing uses supply
local needs and are relatively small in scale. Demand and cost of hauling long distance make large-scale
expansion of activity unlikely. Mining is conducted under state and federal regulations with required
permits.

Conclusion. There would be no expected impacts on mineral extraction activity or new impacts on
mineral resources.

Prime and Unigue Farmland

Analysis. Cropland and pastureland meeting USDA criteria of prime and unique farmland could be
impacted by privaie real estate development. The trend of dispersed small-scale residential development
would continue along the river at the discretion of landowners. Most of the land on the South Dakota
side of the river is under zoning control (except for Yankton County), but none of the land on the
Nebraska side of the river is controlled by zoning. Some real estate development has occurred in
riparian forest, with no effect on farmland. Riverbank erosion of farmland would continue, influenced
by river channel movement, waterflow management, and placement of riprap. Economic considerations
of the value of farmland versus the cost of riprap discourages increased erosion control efforts.

Conclusion. Impacts on prime and unique farmland would gradually continue from riverbank erosion
and from landowners converting cropland to residential development.
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Soils

Analysis. Riverbank erosion would continue. The process of river downcutting would lead to higher
and less stable banks, resulting in collapse and soil loss. Development and agriculture have the potential
to cause topsoil erosion. Landowners reduce soil loss by certain farming methods. Conservation
programs also help prevent soil loss.

Conclusion. Soil erosion impacts would continue due to increase in riverflows, agriculture, and private
development.

Vegetation

Analysis. Historic data and aerial photographs indicate a decline of native grassland and riparian
forests. Lack of flooding, introduction of nonnative plants, and conversion of land to agriculture and
development impact native plant communities. Fire suppression has contributed to the increase of red
cedar. Lack of early season flooding and ice scouring have increased sandbar vegetation. Cottonwood
riparian forests have matured and are not reproducing due to lack of periodic flooding. Some
landowners participate in vegetation conservation and revegetation programs. Damage to natural
resources cansed by human uses would affect vegetation due to the lack of required protection measures
and limited law enforcement.

Conclusion. Natural vegetation surface area and species composition would continue to decline. Under
this alternative damage to natural resources would be expected to increase.

Fish and Wildlife

Analysis. State and federal regulations and conservation programs would continue to provide
protection. Upland fish and wildlife habitat protection largely depends on private landowner actions.
Some landowners participate in habitat enhancement programs. Habitat loss could occur from
conversion to agriculture, residential development, and alteration of riverflows. Future modification of
water release levels and seasonal timing might improve conditions for some species.

Conclusion. Fish and wildlife populations and habitat could be impacted if land uses significantly
changed over time.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Analysis: Current ongoing programs under the existing General Management Plan would continue.
These include funding to support recovery efforts of the least tern and piping plover and studies to gain
additional information on the pallid sturgeon. Although no new construction is planned, this alternative
does not preclude new construction. If new construction would occur, then site-specific compliance
would be done.

Conclusion: Continuation of existing MNRR programs under the old Management Plan would not
adversely affect threatened and endangered species.
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Wetlands, Floodplains, and Streambanks

Analysis. A significant overall decrease in quantity and quality of wetlands has occurred due to historic
maodification of the river and floodplain. River downcutting has lowered the water table, drying oxbow
ponds. River downcutting has also reduced the quantity of backwater chute wetlands. Oxbow ponds
and marshes fill in and change over time without periodic flooding to rejuvenate them. Ponds and
seasonally wet areas have been drained for agriculture. Regulation of floods has encouraged conversion
of floodplain native vegetation to agriculture and other development. Wetland restoration might result
over the long term from proposed changes in riverflow management and from incentives in existing
state and federal conservation programs.

Streambank erosion could continue where streambank protection is not in place. Private individuals
could continue to apply for streambank protection permits as erosion threatens their property. The
Corps of Engineers could continue to maintain the section 32 streambank protection structures as
appropriations are available for such purposes. New structures or extension of old structures in newly
eroding areas could occur. Landowners could continue to allow for COE maintenance of existing
structures through permanent easements. Donation of permanent easements to create wildlife habitat
and allow for streambank protection could become an active program.

Conclusion. Dam construction has had a significant indirect effect in reducing wetlands and
encouraging floodplain development and agriculture. With recent conservation and agricultural policy,
the process may have stabilized. There could be continued maintenance of existing structures along the
streambanks. New structures could be built by the Corps. Land use changes without strong controls
would ultimately result in adverse impacts on wetlands and flocdplains. There would be adverse
impacts on streambanks, even with some mitigation efforts.

Water Quality

Analysis. Water quality is considered to be generally good. No point sources of contaminants have
been identified. Water sampling at the mouth of the James River indicates localized elevated fecal
coliform counts. There are no livestock yards along the river, but some agricultural chemicals could
reach the river. Residential septic disposal has potential to contaminate the river where systems are
close to the river and inadequately operated. Increasing shoreline development could increase
contamination.

Conclusion. Water quality is generally adequate for water contact recreation and warm water fisheries,
with no short- or long-term impacts expected.

Air Quality

Analysis. Air quality is good. No heavy industry occurs in the area, and farming practices do not
depend on burning fields or waste. Short-term localized impacts could occur from construction-related

dust or emission. No significant reduction of air quality is expected in the near future.

Conclusion. Air quality is good and no adverse impacts would be expected.
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Noise

Analysis. Motor noise is occasionally produced by boats and some agricultural activity; however,
natural conditions dominate. Human caused sources are not expected to significantly increase.

Conclusion. Impact from human-caused noise is minor and not expected to be adverse.

IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES
General

Analysis. Cultural resources on public land would generally benefit from continued management by
existing agencies, but lack of a coordinated, comprehensive management effort would continue
fragmented preservation efforts. Higher priorities for mandated programs (recreation, riverbank
stabilization) leaves limited funding for cultural resource protection and research, and would result in
neglect or occasional negative effects.

Conclusion. Lack of coordinated management and funding would result in limited adverse effects,
mostly from neglect. Because of the unknown future development along the rivers, impacts on cultural
resources cannot be accurately predicted.

Historic Resources

Analysis. Most property owners would continue current stewardship practices, but neglect,
demographic changes, and occasional inappropriate uses would continue to diminish the number and
quality of historic structures. Little technical assistance would be available to help preserve or
document historic resources. The absence of strong protection programs and educational programs
would contribute to deterioration and resource degradation. In areas lacking zoning or other protective
measures, inappropriate development or visitor use could compromise the integrity of historic
resources, including cultural landscapes.

Conclusion. Most historic resources would continue to be protected under public and private
stewardship. However, historic resources could be adversely affected by neglect, changes in
demographics, and inappropriate development and visitor use.

Prehistoric Resources

Analysis. Land managing agencies could continue to suffer a lack of personnel, funding, and program
direction to fully identify, evalnate, and protect prehistoric resources. Present levels of private
stewardship would likely continue. The present level of resource impacts does not appear to be

significant, but impacts could increase in the future with unmanaged visitor use and development.

Conclusion. There could be adverse impacts from inappropriate uses, undirected recreational activities,
development, and continued lack of agency personnel and funding.
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Ethnographic Resources
Analysis. Lack of agency coordination and funding could mean that sensitive areas would remain
unidentified, and without identification, no protective measures would be put into place. There is

potential for inadvertent damage to ethnographic resources from construction or visitor activities.

Conclusion. There is potential for adverse impacts on ethnographic resources.

IMPACTS ON VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION
Interpretation

Analysis. Identification, orientation, and information about the recreational river would continue to be
minimal. The scarcity of in-depth interpretation programming along the recreational river would
continue. Visitors would have limited knowledge of facilities, activities, safety, and recreational
opportunities on the river, resulting in confusion, lost time, or possible shortened visits.

Conclusion. Visitors would have limited knowledge and enjoyment of the river.

Visitor Activities

Analysis. Types of recreational uses on the river would not be expected to change from present
conditions. Occasional crowded conditions for visitors might exist on peak days.

Conclusion. There would be no change to the current river experiences for visitors; however,
construction of new boat ramps or other visitor use facilities would not be precluded in this alternative.
Site-specific environmental compliance would be done if construction occurred.

Yisitor Use Management

Analysis. Management of visitor use would continue to be on an as-needed basis. Visitor use studies
and management of visitors would not be precluded in this alternative, and could be done, if needed,
subject to availability of funding. The levels of use would not be expected to change significantly from
present conditions.

Conclusion. Current management of visitor use would continue, although additional studies could still
be initiated if needed. Site-specific environmental compliance regarding visitor use would be done if
future construction warranted.
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IMPACTS ON SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES
Recreational River Staff Payroll and Other Expenditures

Analysis. The regional economy would benefit to the extent that outside monies were used to fund
payroll, operations, and construction associated with the national river. However, the level would be
quite small. Federally funded streambank protection would also provide economic benefits.

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown, but probably slight, benefit to the
regional economy.

Land Use, Property Owners, and Regional Population

Analysis. Land use in South Dakota could be affected by county zoning. If zoned, current land uses
would be expected to continue; however, new land uses would be subject to county zoning. The Federal
Emergency Management Administration requires the implementation of flood hazard regulations
limiting construction in the 100-year floodplain as a prerequisite to the provision of federally subsidized
flood insurance. The enforcement of such regulations might limit the construction of residential
structures of any type close to the river. Market conditions have not yet resulted in land being converted
to feedlots or other incompatible land use. However, residential homes, new cabin development, and
developed campgrounds have been built and could accelerate in the future. Even in counties that have
zoning, such as Union County, considerable residential development could occur, since minimum lot
sizes along the river are 2 acres. The managing agency could purchase conservation easements to
prevent such conversions, but it has had no history of doing so. The decisions have rested with property
owners and with county governments. The managing agency would not condemn land to prevent
incompatible land uses. Limiting land use could result in at least a perceived loss of freedom and a
reduced potential for economic gain. When this was accomplished through zoning, property owners
would probably not be compensated for any resulting decrease in the value of the land, nor would they
pay more if land values increase.

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be a potentially minor adverse local impact on land
use, property owners, and regional population.

County Expenses and Revenue

Analysis. There might be an increase in recreation and dispersed residential and other private
development. This would increase both property tax revenues and demand for services. Overnight use
might increase slightly. The counties might potentially implement lodging taxes. To the extent the
counties choose to levy such taxes, revenue would increase with increased overnight use.

Increased visitor use and dispersed residential and other private development would result in increased
maintenance cost for roads and parks and more demand for law enforcement and other emergency
services.

This unit would not be staffed with federal employees trained and equipped to respond to fire, rescue,
and law enforcement emergencies. Federal funds would not be available to contract with county
governments or others to provide such services. Since no federal or state funds would be used to
provide such services, the only mitigation of the increasing demands placed on the county governments
would be the rising valuation of property and tax revenues.
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The county tax base would increase as agricultural land was converted to residential and other private
development. The resulting increase in tax revenue would at least partially offset the increased services
required to support these land uses.

No conservation easements or fee land would be purchased by federal, state, or county government or
by any nongovernmental organization. Since no land would be purchased by the government, none
would be removed from the county tax base.

Conclusion. Under this alternative, increased use and continued conversion of agricultural land to
residential and other private development might have a net adverse impact on the county government
through the demand for county services.

Employment

Analysis. Employment options would increase with increased development and with increased demand
for services.

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown, but probably minor beneficial,
increase in employment opportunities.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Analysis

Other ongoing actions that are reasonably foreseeable within the MNRR area include the
implementation of a new master water control regime (ongoing EIS), the Vermillion-Newcastle bridge
(completed EIS with funding for bridge available), and the Highway 81 bridge (ongoing EIS). Also, the
Corps does annual management and monitoring activities for the least tern and piping plover to
implement the USFWS 1990 Biological Opinion. The current tern and plover management plan has
expired, and the Corps is in the process of writing a new habitat-based management plan for the birds.
The Corps also has a protocol established for collection of eggs and chick rearing within the Missouri
River, including the MNRR.

Although other plans are in existence (state SCORPS, Lewis and Clark Trail plan, Nebraska Trails
Plan, etc.), implementation of these actions would not be considered reasonably foreseeable because
there would be no ongoing environmental compliance, funding, nor design plans, for future
construction.

Of the reasonably foreseeable actions, the Master Manual update and the Highway 81 bridge are too
early in the EIS process to have determined an alternative and related impacts associated with that
alternative. Therefore, it would be speculative to try and anticipate which altemnative would be selected
and inctude that within our cumulative assessment. It is important to be aware that these other planning
projects are ongoing within the MNRR. The Vermillion-Newcastle bridge project, however, does have
a selected alternative and associated impacts, so that could be considered cumulatively with this
GMP/EIS. Also, it is reasonably foreseeable that the Corps would continue tern and plover habitat
creation and management actions, even though the plan with specific locations has not yet been
finalized. The construction actions proposed in this GMP/EIS themselves are only tentative at this
point, since no cost-share sponsors, design plans, or funding has been established yet. Site-specific
analysis of cumulative actions would be done in conjunction with site-specific environmental analysis
when, and if, anything is built as a result of this plan.
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The impacts associated with the Vermillion-Newcastle bridge would be as follows: short-term
temporary minimal water quality, air quality, and noise impacts associated with bridge construction;
minimal, but permanent wetland impacts associated with bridge placement (1/3 acre in Nebraska and
1/10 acre in South Dakota), which would be mitigated; positive impact on local economic activity, in
conjunction with the increase of traffic between the towns of Vermillion and Newcastle and the
surrounding area; and potential increase in land-based recreational use based on development of a btke
path from Vermillion to the river in conjunction with the bridge project. No effect on threatened or
endangered species would occur, as long as mitigation (stabilization of Mulberry Point and planting
additional trees for eagle habitat) was implemented.

The Corps’ tern and plover management program would provide a positive impact on terns and plovers.

Concentration of visitor use in a previously undisturbed area could increase the loss of cultural
resources over time. Vandalism and illegal artifact collecting also may damage irreplaceable resources
and destroy scientific evidence through the undocumented removal or disturbance of objects from their
original locations. Once artifacts are removed from an area, it might be impossible to determine who
used the site, when it was used, or the national register significance of the site. Over time, these
activities would reduce the number and quality of sites, and there would be a cumulative impact on the
sites and on the data base, which could skew and limit the information available for research.

Construction of the Vermillion-Newcastle bridge might impact an archeological site on the Nebraska
side of the river. The Nebraska Department of Road would try to avoid the site or would mitigate
effects on it.

Conclusion

Under alternative 1 existing actions on the MNRR would continue. This alternative would not preclude
future development but would not propose any new development at this time. The cumulative impacts
of this alternative, in conjunction with the other reasonable foreseeable actions, concludes that there
would be a localized increase in traffic and economic activity in the Vermillion-Newcastle area, which
would not be significant to the MNRR as a whole, as well as temporary construction-related impacts in
that same area.

Various efforts and programs would be focused on preventing adverse cumulative impacts on cultural
resources; however, some impacts would occur.
UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS

Continued trends could result in a net loss of agricultural land to erosion and a net loss of natural
resources if mitigating measures are not effective.

Increased use and continued conversion of agricultural land to residential and other private develop-

ment might have a net adverse impact on the county government through the demand for county
services. Whether this would actually take place cannot be predicted.
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES AND
MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

The primary short- and long-term use of the project area would be agricultural. Long-term productivity
would be affected if agricultural land was converted to private developments. The long-term ability of
the area to maintain natural resources, the current quality of life, and the visitor experience would
decrease incrementally as these trends continued.

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES

Irreversible commitments of resources cannot be reversed, except perhaps in the extreme long-term.
Irretrievable commitments of resources are those that are lost for a period of time — a resource is
devoted to a use that simultaneously precludes other uses. This plan is not predicted to significantly
preclude any such uses.
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IMPACTS ON NATURAL RESOURCES

Geology, Physiography, and Paleontology

Analysis. Alteration of geologic processes or features, physiography, or paleontologic resources are not
expected. There are no major earthmoving or blasting activities proposed that would impact geologic
processes or features or cause substantial alteration of the topography. Minor facility development
would not impact the above resources. Prior to any facility development, paleontologic assessment
would be done, and facilities would be relocated to avoid any scientifically important paleontologic
resources should they be discovered.

Conclusion. There would be no expected impacts on geologic processes or features, physiography, or
paleontologic resources.

Mineral Resources

Analysis. Impacts would be similar as described under alternative 1. If mining activity increased,
impacts would likely be mitigated by cooperative efforts made by various levels of government.

Conclusion. No new impacts would be anticipated.

Prime and Unique Farmland

Analysis. No new impacts on prime and unique farmland would result from recreational river
management programs. Impacts on cropland from river bank erosion would continue as described under
alternative 1. Impacts from long-term residential development might be less than would occur under
alternative 1; however, much would depend on decisions by landowners and local government.
Economic incentives (such as conservation easements) and improved development planning could
influence development and reduce impact on farmiand.

Conclusion. More prime and unique farmland would be retained.

Soils

Analysis. The trend of soil loss from riverbank erosion and some agricultural practices would continue
as described under alternative 1. There would be no expected new impacts.

Conclusion. There would be no expected new impacts.
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Vegetation

Analysis. Emphasis on monitoring and restoring remnants of native vegetation, plus improved
education, interagency cooperation, and landowner incentives, could reverse the trend of declining
native vegetation conditions. Impacts on native vegetation have resulted from a variety of past actions,
including clearing for agriculture, control of floods, fire suppression, and introduction of non-native
vegetation. Reversing these impacts would take long-term cooperative effort. Only a small percentage
of the river valley would be affected and would depend on willing landowners.

Conclusion. Proposed management would have long-term beneficial effects on preserving remnants of
native vegetation, with potential restoration of limited sites,

Fish and Wildlife

Analysis. Fish and wildlife habitat would benefit from proposed protection and enhancement along
with native vegetation conditions described above. There would be no effect on state management of
game and fish. Fish and wildlife populations may increase with improved habitat conditions; however,
many other variables affect wildlife, such as real estate development, agricultural practices, riverflow
management, and long-term weather patterns.

Conclusion. Fish and wildlife and populations should benefit from proposed actions.

Threatened and Endangered Species
Interior Least Tern/Piping Plover

Analysis. The interior least tern (least tern) and the piping plover are discussed together because
they share the same breeding and nesting habitat during the same summer timeframe. The avoidance
measures for boat ramp construction discussed in the action alternatives would be implemented to
avoid impacting the least tern and piping plover and their habitats. The overwhelmingly local use of
existing boat ramps would be projected to continue, even with the addition of two new boat ramps
within the MNRR. Local use, in combination with a steady population in the area, would likely
result in a redistribution of existing users from more distant boat ramps to the new boat ramps;
therefore, riverine use is projected to remain steady in spite of the new boat ramp construction. All
other proposed construction is land-based and would not impact the riverine habitat of the birds.

Conclusion. Anticipated management and construction activities associated with this alternative
would have no adverse effect on the least tern and piping plover,

Bald Eagle

Analysis. Potential construction activities associated with this altemnative would most likely occur
during the warmer months when eagles are not present. Care would be taken to avoid removal of
large cottonwood trees during construction. A buffer zone would be established around any nesting
eagles, if present, if construction is proposed nearby. In addition, site-specific compliance would be
done when and if any construction took place,

Conclusion. Anticipated management and construction activities associated with this alternative
would have no adverse effect on the bald eagle.
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Pallid Sturgeon

Analysis. There have been only seven documented pallid sturgeons captured within the MNRR
since 1952, with the most recent capture in 1994 (USFWS pallid sturgeon database). Because these
fish are rare, specific habitat needs are uncertain. Generally speaking, any type of construction that
alters the bottom contours of the river (river morphology) could cause an impact. The proposed
construction under this alternative is either land-based or would not cause an alteration of river
morphology.

Conclusion. Anticipated management and construction activities associated with this alternative
would have no adverse effect on the pallid sturgeon.

Peregrine Falcon, Whooping Crane,
Western Prairie Fringed Orchid, American Burying Beetle

Analysis. These species are being analyzed together, since it is highly unlikely that these species are
within the project area, although there would be a potential for these species to be present at some
point during the lifetime of the project. Site-specific environmental compliance would be done prior
to undertaking any proposed construction, at which time the likelihood of the presence of these
species would be more closely examined, based on the habitat requirements for each species.

Conclusion. Anticipated management and construction activities associated with this alternative
would not adversely effect the above species.

Wetlands, Floodplains, and Streambanks

Analysis. The two proposed boat ramps would have direct, minor, local, inconsequential impacts on
wetlands and floodplains. Benefits of generalized protection and restoration of wetlands by changes in
riverflow management and conservation programs would be the same as under alternative 1. Site-
specific restoration projects could result from increased management for natural resource values. No
sites have been identified at this stage of planning. Impacts on floodplains from development might be
lessened by increased awareness of conservation measures, improved planning, and potentially by
easemnent purchase.

Impacts on streambanks would be the same as alternative 1 with certain exceptions. Landowners would
provide wildlife habitat easements to the Corps of Engineers, so that construction of added streambank
protection structures would be possible. In its own work, and in permitting private applications, the
Corps of Engineers would encourage, but not demand, the use of bioremediation techniques for
streambank protection.

Conclusion. No significant impacts on wetlands or floodplains would result from proposed actions.
The two proposed boat ramps would have no impacts on waters of the U.S. Site-specific environmental
analysis, 404 permitting, and mitigation would be undertaken when a location for these boat ramps was
chosen. However, minor insignificant impacts would occur due to construction of two new boat ramps.
With continued funding, the Corps of Engineers would maintain existing structures along streambanks
and construct new bank stabilization structures with donated easements from landowners and specific
congressional appropriations.
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Alternative 2: The Preferred Alternative
Water Quality
Analysis. There would be no impact on water quality from proposed recreational river management
actions. Septic contamination from increased residential development may be alleviated by improved

planning and proposed conservation management of floodplain areas.

Conclusion. No impact on water quality would be expected.

Air Quality

Analysis. Impacts would be the same as alternative 1. There would be no effect on air quality from
proposed actions.

Conclusion. There would be no effect on air quality.

Noise

Analysis. Impacts would be the same as alternative 1. If noise from recreational use significantly
increased, appropriate monitoring and mitigation actions would address the problem. No irmpacts from
noise would be expected over the long term.

Conclusion. No significant impacts from noise would be expected.

IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES
General

Analysis and Conclusion. Cooperative efforts among agencies and local citizens to identify and
protect resources would benefit cultural resources. However, if additional funding and personnel were
unavailable to carry out proposals in this alternative, resources might be adversely affected.

Historic Resources

Analysis. Use of incentives, shared expertise, directed visitor use, and resource monitoring would be
beneficial to these resources. Development of resource-sensitive local zoning or land use plans would
also help to protect historic resources, including cultural landscapes. However, demographic trends
would continue to reduce the rural population and diminish occupancy and use of historic structures.
Unless specific funding was targeted and set aside for these purposes it would be likely that resources
would suffer because of available personnel and funding.

Conclusion. Generally historic resources would benefit from added community and agency attention,
but unless funding was available, historic resources would suffer.
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Prehistoric Resources

Analysis. Continuing private stewardship, inventory and monitoring, use of incentives, development of
resource-sensitive zoning or land use plans, educating visitors, and managing visitor use would help to
protect prehistoric resources and reduce looting, vandalism, or inappropriate development.

Because selected sites would be interpreted to visitors, they would require a higher level of stabilization
and monitoring. If funding and staff were available to administer programs outlined in this alternatives,
the costs and possible adverse effects of focused visitor use would be outweighed by the benefits of
increased public understanding and support for preservation of archeological resources. Local
communities would also benefit through increased understanding of the resources.

Conclusion. This alternative would help to protect prehistoric resources, and interpretation of selected
sites would be beneficial. However, if funding and staff were lacking, resources could be adversely
impacted.

Ethnographic Resources

Analysis. Coordinated agency programs and continued consultation with ethnographic groups would
help to prevent inadvertent damage to sites and would encourage continuation of traditional activities.

Conclusion. Ethnographic resources would benefit.

IMPACTS ON VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION
Interpretation

Analysis. The construction of the two boat ramps would be designed (size of ramp, size of parking lot,
location, etc.) to redistribute existing use, rather than to provide for additional riverine use. However, if
a bike trail was constructed, this would be an addition to existing trail opportunities, so there could be a
small increase in land-based visitor use that could be significant at the local (Ponca area) level, although
probably not significant at the regional level. Without baseline information on visitor use, it is difficult
to project future visitor impacts. Site-specific environmental compliance, including determinations of
visitor use, would be done if construction was initiated.

Conclusion. Under this alternative, water-based visitor use would remain the same, while land-based
use could increase slightly, for a small net visitor use increase.

Visitor Activities

Analysis. Types and levels of recreational use would not change significantly over present conditions.
River management would promote river-based activities consistent with the river’s natural resource
values. Some visitor activities currently taking place could be regulated or controlled if they impair
those values. There would be an increase in the amount of interpretive programs both on and off the
river.
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Conclusion. The quality of river experiences would not change significantly for current visitors, as
recreational uses consistent with river values would continue. Visitors would benefit from the
opportunity to attend, participate in, and learn from interpretive programs.

Visitor Use Management

Analysis. If land-based visitor use increased slightly, as would be anticipated, there could be a need for
additional visitor use management. Although no water-based increase in visitor use would be
anticipated, monitoring levels of use at boat ramps would be needed to determine if this was a valid
prediction,

Conclusion. Implementation of this alternative could require an increase in visitor use management
tasks within the MNRR. '

IMPACTS ON SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES
Recreational River Staff Payroll and Other Expenditures

Analysis. Under this alternative, the regional economy would benefit to the extent that outside monies
are used to fund payroll, operations, and construction associated with the national river. Neither the
level, type, nor funding source of such expenditures can be projected. No significant increases in
management staff are proposed, nor are any major developments proposed. The amount of salary spent
locally would vary with the individual employee.

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown, but probably minimal, benefit on the
regional economy.

Land Use, Property Owners, and Regional Population

Analysis. Under this alternative, land use would be most affected by county zoning actions and/or tax
incentives. Voluntary agreements with the National Park Service or wildlife habitat easements with the
Corps of Engineers may also be used. Neither the relative nor actual amount of land to be protected
through any of these means can be projected. The form or value of such incentives cannot be projected.
The net effect of the use of these techniques would be to stabilize, and neither increase or decrease, the
intensity of use of the land.

Developed land in the vicinity of the river is generally assessed based on current use. All other land
uses are generally assessed based on agricultural rates. The current practice is not to give tax breaks for
preserving natural environments (such as cottonwood forests) or other nonproductive uses, although
such incentives could be used. This means that land values and property taxes would not be
significantly affected. Limiting land use results in at least a perceived loss of freedom and a reduced
potential for economic gain. When this is accomplished through purchase of a conservation easement
(as opposed to zoning or donation of voluntary conservation agreement), the property owner is paid for
the resulting decrease in the value of the land.

Some property owners may be displaced by acquisitions of lands. This should not be a significant
problem since all of the fee purchases would be from willing sellers. The emphasis in this alternative on
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non-acquisition techniques would likely result in very little fee acquisition, property owner
displacement, or land use changes.

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be minimal adverse local impact on land use, property
owners, and regional population.

County Expenses and Revenue

Analysis. Under this alternative, there might be a small increase in recreation and dispersed residential
and other private development. This would increase both property tax revenues and demand for
services. Overnight use might increase slightly. The counties might potentially implement lodging
taxes. To the extent that the counties choose to levy such taxes, revenue would increase with increased
overnight use.

Small increases in visitor use and dispersed residential and other private development would result in
increased maintenance cost for roads and parks and more demand for law enforcement and other
emergency services.

The county tax base may increase as some agricultural land was converted to residential and other
private development. The resulting increase in tax revenue would at least partially offset the increased
services required to support these land uses.

The cost of purchasing conservation easements and land in fee title might be funded by federal, state, or
county government or by some nongovernmental organization. Although the actual amount to be
purchased in fee title cannot be projected, it 1 expected to be very little. Land purchased by the
government would be removed from the county tax base. When the government purchases land, the
need for services decreases. The Payments In Lieu of Taxes Act, as amended, allows for partial
compensation to county governments for land purchased by the federal government. During the first
five years after purchase, the authorized payment is $.75 per acre plus 1% of the fair market value at
time of purchase, not to exceed annual tax payments at time of purchase. After five years the authorized
payment is reduced to a flat rate of $.75 per acre. During the first five years federal payment in licu of
taxes might approximately equal previous county tax revenue on grassland. After five years counties
might lose the difference between $.75 per acre and the previous tax rate.

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown, but probably minor, net effect on
county expenses and revenues. The greatest potential for impact would result if the counties have direct
financial participation in the management of the recreational river.

Employment

Analysis. Under this alternative, some employment options would be decreased if land acquisition
results in larger holdings. Other employment options would increase with increased development and

with management and operation of the recreational river and with increased demand for services.

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown, but probably minor, increase in
employment opportunities.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Analysis. For an analysis of other ongoing projects that are considered in this cumulative analysis, see
page 115.

Alternative 2 proposes construction of two new boat ramps and a bike trail, but does not preclude
additional development, if consistent with the objectives of the MNRR. There are no design plans, cost-
share sponsors, or funding for such development, and site-specific environmental compliance would be
done when and if such construction occurred. However, if this alternative was fully implemented, the
result would likely be a small localized increase in land-based visitor use in the vicinity of the proposed
bike trail. Boat ramp development would have location and construction constraints that should
preclude impacting the least tern and piping plover by increasing water-based visitor use.

Cumulative impacts on cultural resources would be the same as described under alternative 1. However,
due to programs proposed under this alternatives, the cumulative impacts would be less than under
alternative 1.

Conclusion. Implementation of alternative 2, when considered cumulatively with other ongoing
projects, would result in localized increases in land-based recreational use within the MNRR.

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS

Some increased use, some continued conversion of agricultural land to residential and other private
development, and land purchased by the government might have an adverse impact on the county
government. Whether this would actually occur cannot be predicted. Preservation of the river environs
in a more natural state may be viewed as a beneficial effect of such impacts.

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES AND
MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

The primary short- and long-term use of the project area would be agricultural. Long-term productivity
would be affected if agricultural land is converted to residential and other private developments. The
long-term ability of the area to maintain both the current quality of lifestyle and to support the current
visitor experience should significantly increase.

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES

Irreversible commitments of resources are those that cannot be reversed, except perhaps in the extreme
long-term.

Irretrievable commitments of resources are those that are lost for a period of time — a resource is

devoted to a use that simultaneously precludes other uses. This plan is not predicted to significantly
preclude any such uses.

125




ALTERNATIVE 3: RECREATIONAL EMPHASIS

IMPACTS ON NATURAL RESOURCES

Geology, Physiography, and Paleontology

Analysis. Alteration of geologic processes or features, physiography, or paleontologic resources are not
expected. There are no major earthmoving or blasting activities proposed that would impact geologic
processes or features or cause substantial alteration of the topography. Minor facility development
would not impact the above resources. Prior to any facility development, paleontologic assessment
would be done, and facilities would be relocated to avoid any scientifically important paleontologic
resources should they be discovered.

Conclusion. There would be no expected impacts on geologic processes or features, physiography, or
paleontologic resources.

Mineral Resources

Analysis. Impacts would be the same as described under alternatives 1.

Conclusion. No new impacts would be anticipated.

Prime and Unique Farmland
Analysis. Impacts would be the same as described under alternative 2.

Conclusion. No impact on prime and unique farmland would result from recreational river related
programs.

Soils

Analysis. Impact on soil would be the same as described under alternatives 1. No new source of impact
is expected.

Conclusion. Existing impacts would continue as described under alternative 1.

Vegetation
Analysis. Cooperative management and conservation programs would generally provide more means of
protection of remnants of native vegetation than alternative 1. Benefits from active restoration would be

less likely than from alternative 2.

Conclusion. Trends of declining native vegetation would probably be stabilized, but active
improvement of native vegetation from restoration projects would be less likely than from alternative 2.
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Alternative 3: Recreational Emphasis
Fish and Wildlife

Analysis, Fish and wildlife management would remain focused on sport hunting and fishing, with a
low priority given to nongame species. Habitat would be actively restored or increased as under
alternative 2. Modified riverflow management would benefit fish populations by reducing impact on
spawning due to fluctuating water level.

Conclusion. Fish and wildlife populations and habitat conditions would be protected with more
emphasis on sport hunting and fishing.

Threatened or Endangered Species

Analysis. The focus of the increased recreational opportunities in this alternative would be [and-based,
rather than water-based, which would avoid the three most sensitive threatened and endangered species
in the MNRR, the least tern, the piping plover, and the pallid sturgeon. However, there would also be
two boat ramps in this alternative (similar to the preferred alternative), but future construction would
have constraints to avoid impacts on threatened and endangered species. In addition, site-specific
compliance would be done when and if any construction was done.

Conclusion: Anticipated management actions and construction would have no adverse effect on
threatened or endangered species.

Wetlands, Floodplains, and Streambanks

Analysis. No new impacts on wetlands or floodplains would result from proposed actions. As also
described under alternative 2, impacts on floodplains from development might be lessened by increased
awareness of conservation measures, improved planning, and potentially by easement purchase.
Benefits of generalized protection and restoration of wetlands by changes in riverflow management and
conservation programs would be the same as under alternative 1.

Impacts on streambanks would be the same as alternative 1, with certain exceptions. More cabins,
summer homes, and trailers may be located along the river. This might increase the demand for
streambank protection. Landowners would provide wildlife habitat easements to the Corps of
Engineers, so that construction of added streambank protection structures would be possible. In its own
work, and in permitting private applications, the Corps of Engineers would encourage, but not demand,
the use of bioremediation techniques for streambank protection.

Conclusion. Wetland and floodplain protection would generally be improved. There would be
continued maintenance of existing structures along streambanks. Increasing the number of summer
homes and cabins along the river might increase the demand for streambank protection. New structures
would probably be built by the Corps of Engineers on donated wildlife habitat easements offered by
landowners. The preservation of the natural appearance of the river would be positively enhanced
through such actions.

Water Quality

Analysis. Effects on water quality would be the same as under alternative 2.
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Conclusion. No impact on water quality is expected.

Air Quality

Analysis. Impacts would be the same as alternative 1. There would be no ef” _t on air quality from
proposed actions.

Conclusion. There would be no effect on air quality.

Noise

Analysis. Recreational traffic could significantly increase above existing sparse use. Because most
traffic is motorized, noise would increase proportionately with boating traffic. Fishing boat motors, as
commonly used on the river, are not excessively loud, compared to high performance water ski boats
and personal watercraft (jet skis). Personal watercraft are not permitted on the MNRR. With the
introduction of field rangers, this type of watercraft will be regulated. Noise conflicts would be
possible, but unlikely in the near future given sparse shoreline development, low existing base level of
recreational use, long reach of river to disperse traffic, and general unsuitability for water skiing.

Conclusion. Impact from boat motor noise is not expected.

IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES
General
Analysis and Conclusion. Most of the impacts on cultural resources described in alternative 2 apply to

this alternative as well. Under this alternative, resources would benefit from greater interpretation and
preservation information if staffing and funding were available to adequately meet program needs.

Historic Resources

Analysis and Conclusion. New development and increases in recreational use could adversely impact
resources, but this impact largely would be mitigated from added community and agency attention.
Prehistoric Resources

Analysis. Because recreational uses might increase moderately under this alternative, and new
development would be allowed, archeological resources would require more intensive management to

prevent adverse impacts.

Conclusion. If funding and staffing were available to implement programs, more intensive
management would help to prevent most adverse impacts on prehistoric resources.
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Alternative 3: Recreational Emphasis

Ethnographic Resources

Analysis and Conclusion. Impacts would be the same as described under alternative 2.

IMPACTS ON VISITOR USE AND INTERPRETATION
Interpretation

Analysis. The amount of interpretive programming would increase over current conditions. Emphasis
on all of the recreational river’s primary interpretive themes would allow visitors to learn about the
natural and cultural resources and history.

Conclusion. An increase in the amount of recreational activities and interpretive programming would
result in increased visitor enjoyment and understanding of the river’s values.

Visitor Activities

Analysis. Recreational use of the river would continue and additional activities could be provided for
visitors. This alternative plans to add more land-based recreational facilities, such as two additional
campgrounds and additional trails, over and above the two boat ramps and bike trail proposed under the
preferred alternative. The amount of recreational use on and off the river would increased moderately.

Conclusion. The addition of more land-based recreational facilities would increase the land-based
visitor use and could be significant at the regional level if implemented. There would be no increase in
water-based visitor use, because the boat ramps would be designed to redistribute existing visitor use.
Additional site-specific visitor use monitoring should be conducted in conjunction with construction, if
cost-share sponsors were interested in such construction, and if such construction moved forward.
Visitor use would be monitored to manage visitor use so that the values for which the MNRR was
designated would not be adversely affected.

Visitor Use Management

Analysis. Implementation of this alternative should result in an increase in land-based visitor use;
therefore additional visitor use management activities would also be anticipated. The level of visitor use
management would be greater than in the previous two alternatives, if all of the planned construction
was implemented. Although no increase in river-based visitor use is anticipated, monitoring of boat
ramps would be necessary to verify this conclusion. Site-specific environmental compliance would be
needed when, and if, any construction occurred.

Conclusion: Land-based visitor use management methods, such as increased law enforcement, visitor

education, and monitoring of land-based and river-based visitor use would be necessary with the
implementation of this alternative.
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NTMPACTS ON SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES
Recreational River Staff Payroll and Other Expenditures

Analysis. This alternative would have the same type of effects as were described for alternative 2. The
regional economy would be impacted the same amount and for the same reasons.

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown, but probably no more than modest,
benefit to the regional economy.

Land Use, Property Owners, and Regional Population

Analysis. This alternative would have the same type of effects as were described for alternative 2. Land
use, property owners, and the regional population would be impacted the same amount and for the same
Teasons.

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be a potentially minor adverse local impact on land
use, property owners, and regional population.

County Expenses and Revenue

Analysis. This alternative would have the same type of effects as were described under alternative 2.
The counties’ expenses and revenues would be impacted the same amount and for the same reasons.

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown, but probably minor, net effect on
county expenses and revenues. The greatest potential for impact would result if the counties had direct
financial participation in the management of the recreational river.

Employment

Analysis. This alternative would have the same type of effects as were described for alternative 2.
Employment would be impacted the same amount and for the same reasons.

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be an unknown, but probably minor, increase in
employment opportunities.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Analysis. See page 115 for an analysis of which ongoing projects would be considered in the
cumulative analysis.

Alternative 3 proposes two additional campgrounds, two additional boat ramps, as well as several bike
trails. There are no designs, cost-share sponsors, or funds for these actions yet; however, if all of these
actions were to occur, there would be an increase in land-based visitor use in the vicinity of such
construction. Site-specific environmental compliance would be done when, and if, construction
occurred. Construction constraints (such as avoiding eagle trees, avoiding tem and plover nesting
islands, avoiding wetlands, etc.) would minimize or eliminate additional impacts.
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Conclusion. The increase in land-based recreational use, in conjunction with the localized increase in
traffic, economics, and land-based recreational use from the Vermillion bridge, would cumulatively
result in a greater increase in land-based recreational use within the MNRR.

Cumulative impacts on cultural resources described for alternative 2 would also be applicable to this
alternative,

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS

Increased use, continued conversion of agricultural land to residential and other private development,
and land purchased by the government might have a net negative impact on the county government.
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES AND

MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

The primary short- and long-term use of the project area would be agricultural. Long-term productivity
would be affected if agricultural land is converted to residential and other private developments. The

long-term ability of the area to maintain both the current quality of lifestyle and to support the current
visitor experience should not be significantly decreased.

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES

Irreversible commitments of resources are those that cannot be reversed, except perhaps in the extreme
long-term.

Irretrievable commitments of resources are those that are lost for a period of time — a resource is

devoted to a use that simultaneously precludes other uses. This plan is not predicted to significantly
preclude any such uses.
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COMPLIANCE

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 declared a federal policy to preserve important historic,
cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage and required federal agencies to use a systematic,
interdisciplinary approach that would ensure the integrated use of the natural and social sciences in
planning and in decision making. This Final General Management Plan / Environmental Impact
Statement (GMP/EIS) was prepared pursuant to the act and its implementing regulations and
guidelines. A notice of intent to prepare an environmental impact statement was published in the
Federal Register in July 1992. A Federal Register notice was published announcing the availability of
this document, and public meetings held during the public comment period. Following public review of
this draft plan, the National Park Service and the Corps of Engineers addressed public comments and
developed a final environmental impact statement. Each agency will provide a record of decision.

SECTION 7 OF THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

The Endangered Species Act requires all federal agencies to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service to ensure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by a federal agency does not
jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or critical habitat.

The National Park Service, as primary lead, requested a list of threatened and endangered species in a
letter dated December 23, 1994, initiating informal consultation on the GMP/EIS. The U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service responded on January 23, 1995, with a list of six endangered and two threatened
species which could occur within the project area. An informational list of category 1 and 2 species was
also attached. On March 10, 1997, the National Park Service requested an updated species list, since
the original list was only valid for 90 days. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service replied on March 17,
1997, that the original list was still accurate and would remain valid for another 90 days. Each listed
species and the potential impacts of the GMP/EIS are discussed, and it was concluded that the general
implementation of the GMP/EIS, with the conditions discussed, will have no affect on federally listed
species. Concurrence of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on this determination will be requested prior
to finalization of this document and implementation of any site-specific actions. Site-specific
compliance of construction activities will also contain a review of endangered species impacts.

It is NPS policy to provide protection for federal candidate species and any state-listed species.
Consultation with the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission and the South Dakota Department of
Game, Fish, and Parks concerning these species has been initiated. Lists of species were obtained from
the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission and the South Dakota Department of Game, Fish and Parks.
These species’ locations were also entered into the GIS database.

FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT

This act requires federal agencies to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and with parallel
state agencies whenever water resource development plans result in alteration of a body of water. The
secretary of the interior is authorized to assist and cooperate with federal agencies to provide that
wildlife conservation receives equal consideration and is coordinated with other features of water-
resource development programs.
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It is not anticipated that this General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement will alter a
body of water, which in this case would be the Missouri River, so this act does not apply. However,
reconnecting chutes and backwaters is consistent with this plan, are not specifically planned at this
time, and would most likely require a cost-share sponsor. If done, these alterations would be to benefit
fish and wildlife, so would be consistent with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. The U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service had a representative on the planning team, and much of the planning process
focused on wildlife conservation.

FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT (CLEAN WATER ACT OF 1972)

This act includes section 404 of the Clean Water Act, section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of
1899, and the 1987 Federal Water Quality Act. The act establishes federal regulation of the nation’s
waters and contains provisions designed to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological
integrity of the nation’s waters. The act requires that the states set and enforce water quality standards
to meet EPA minimum guidelines. It establishes effluent limitations for point sources of pollution,
requires permits for point source discharge of pollutants and discharge of dredged or fill material, and
emphastzes onsite biological monitoring. The Corps of Engineers issues permits for work affecting
navigable water and wetlands of the United States, and (with the states) issues joint permits for work
affecting wetlands and navigable waters. Waters of the United States are defined as all navigable waters
(all interstate waters, including interstate wetlands, intrastate lakes, rivers, streams, mudflats, sandflats,
wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, and natural ponds) for which use,
degradation, or destruction could affect interstate or foreign commerce.

The Storm Water Rule (Clean Water Act) requires a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit on certain categories of storm water discharge. Road reconstruction that involves
clearing and grading activities on more than five acres would require an NPDES permit.

The GMP/EIS, in its programmatic form, is in compliance with this act because site-specific
construction activities occurring in (or near) watets of the U.S. will require site-specific review.
Construction of the bike trail may need NPDES compliance, and construction of the boat ramps will
need section 404 compliance.

EXECUTIVE ORDER 11988, “FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT”
AND EXECUTIVE ORDER 11990, “PROTECTION OF WETLANDS”

The recreational river includes extensive floodplains and wetlands, and NPS and Corps activities are
subject to executive orders protecting these areas. Wetland information was collected from the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory and entered into the GIS database. Areas prone
to flooding were mapped with data provided by the Nebraska Game and Parks Commission in
consultation with COE and NPS hydrologists. Ordinary high water was interpreted from 1:24000 scale
color aerial photography taken in October 1991.

The GMP/EIS recommends that new construction be outside the 100-year floodplain cr sufficiently
floodproofed (one foot above the 100-year elevation). However, federal roads, foot trails and associated
daytime parking areas, boat ramps, and picnic areas are excepted from compliance with Executive
Order 11988, “Floodplain Management,” under NPS and Corps final implementation procedures as
outlined in Special Directive 93-4, “Floodplain Management Guideline.” Warning signs and an
emergency flood response plan would be developed for dealing with ali fleod-prone arcas under the
proposed action. No other construction is proposed by the National Park Service that might advers: 1y
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affect floodplain or wetland values or do not increase flood flow obstruction. Policies were developed
to protect floodplains and wetlands and the data were used in the analysis of alternatives. Any proposed
future actions would include recommendations that would not adversely impact floodplains or
wetlands. A Statement of Findings would be prepared for implementing the executive orders. The
section 404 compliance on site-specific construction, if needed, allows for at least a 1:1 replacement
ratio for impacted wetlands, which supports the no net loss of wetlands executive order.

Under executive order 11988 “Floodplain Management,” federal agencies are required to avoid, to the
extent possible, the long-and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and
modification of floodplains and to avoid the direct or indirect support of new construction in
floodplains wherever there is a practical alternative.

Under executive order 11990 “Protection of Wetlands,” federal agencies are required to avoid to the
extent possible, the long and short-term adverse impacts associated with the destruction or modification
of wetlands and to avoid direct or indirect support of new construction in wetlands wherever there is a
practical alternative.

CLEAN AIR ACT

The Clean Air Act requires all federal facilities to comply with federal, state, and local air pollution
control laws and regulations.

Under the Clean Air Act conformity requirements, federal actions must conform to all applicable state
implementation plan requirements and purposes, and these actions must not cause or contribute to any
violations. Conformity regulations published in late 1993 addressed only those areas that are not in
attainment. The GMP/EIS is in compliance with this act.

EXECUTIVE ORDER 12898, “ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE”

The National Park Service and the Corps are required to assess the effects of any federal action on low-
income or minority populations. The effects of any such action must not disproportionately affect these
populations. None of the alternatives in this plan would result in significant direct or indirect negative
effects on any low-income populations in the region. The GMP/EIS is in compliance with this
executive order.

PRIME AND UNIQUE FARMLANDS

Federal agencies are required to analyze the impacts of federal actions on agricultural land. This policy
was developed to minimize the effect of federal programs in converting prime, unique, or locally
important farmland to nonagricultural uses. According to the Soil Conservation Service (1971), prime
and unique farmlands are located all along the recreational river. The programmatic GMP/EIS does not
include plans for construction in prime farmland. As site-specific construction occurs, a determination
of effects, if any, on prime and unique farmlands will be made.
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Compliance

CULTURAL RESOURCES COMPLIANCE

The National Park Service, as the primary lead agency, has consulted with the federal Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation and with the Nebraska and South Dakota state historic preservation officers
regarding this General Management Plan through newsletters, task directive review, and drafts of
alternative proposals. Guidance for management of cultural resources is also provided by the NPS
Management Policies, the Cultural Resources Management Guideline (NPS-28), the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation’s implementing regulations regarding “Protection of Historic Properties,” and
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation.

Federal agencies are mandated by presidential memorandurn to respect the rights of sovereign tribal
governments. This memorandum requires that agencies assess the impact of federal government plans
on tribal trust resources and assure that tribal government rights and concems are considered during the
development of these plans, programs, and activities.

NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT OF 1966

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, requires that any federal
agency that proposes an undertaking must consider the effect of that undertaking on national register
properties and national register eligible properties and must allow the advisory council on historic
preservation and the state historic preservation office an opportunity to comment. Section 110 of this
act requires federal agencies to survey and evaluate all cultural resources on land under their
Jurisdiction and provides for consultation with Indian groups in planning and management activities
that affect them.

The 1993 amendments to the National Historic Preservation Act provide means whereby information
about the character, location, or ownership of archeological sites, historic properties, and ethnographic
sites, including shrines and other religious places, might be withheld from public disclosure. This
provision is especially important in cases where disclosure could risk harm to the resource or impede
the use of a traditional religious site by practitioners.

The National Historic Preservation Act also recognizes the importance of traditional human
(ethnographic) resources, recommending that ways be found to preserve and encourage continuation of
the traditional prehistoric, historic, ethnic, and folk cultural traditions that are a living expression of our
American heritage. The National Park Service must meet the requirements of regulations (36 CFR 800)
and the programmatic agreement among the National Conference of State Historic Preservation
Officers, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the National Park Service.

THE ANTIQUITIES ACT OF 1906

The Antiquities Act of 1906 provides for protection of historic, prehistoric, and scientific features on
federal land, and requires penalties for unauthorized destruction or appropriation of antiquities.

ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES PROTECTION ACT OF 1979
The Archeological Resources Protection Act defines archeological resources, requires federal permits,

sets penalties, provides for preservation of artifacts and records and for confidentiality of archeologicat
site locations and encourages cooperation with other parties to improve protection.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

AMERICAN INDIAN RELIGIOUS FREEDOM ACT OF 1978

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act declares that the policy of the United States is to protect
and preserve for American Indians their inherent right of freedom to believe, express and exercise the
traditional religions, including but not limited to access to sites, use and possession of scared objects,
and the freedom to worship through ceremonial and traditional rites.

NATIVE AMERICAN GRAVES PROTECTION AND REPATRIATION ACT OF 1990

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (NAGPRA) assigns ownership
or control of Native American human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects and objects of cultural
patrimony; establishes criminal penalties for trafficking in remains or objects obtained in violation of
the act; and provides for inventory of Native American remains and associated funerary objects and
identification of their cultural and geographical affiliations.

136



Consultation
and Coordination




PLANNING FOR THE NATIONAL RECREATIONAL RIVER

INTRODUCTION

Planning documents previously completed and approved for the recreational river include a
management plan (HCRS 1980), final environmental impact statement (COE 1980), General Design
Memorandum (COE 1980), amendments to the General Design Memorandum (COE 1986, 1988), and
two biological assessments (COE 1979, 1992). These documents were completed to provide direction
for management of the riverway, as well as fulfilling related regulatory compliance requirements. The
current planning effort has been undertaken to update and revise these earlier documents.

SCOPING PROCESS

Scoping meetings in the study area were held in Niobrara, Newcastle, Omaha, and Lincoln in Nebraska
and Wagner, Yankton, and Vermillion in South Dakota during the spring of 1992. These scoping
meetings showed there was local concern about the advantages and disadvantages of recreational
development or increases in recreational use; high bank erosion and the continuation of the program of
streambank protection; a wide range of supportive and nonsupportive comment on the preservation of
endangered species, and a concern over the possibility of any change in National Park Service use of
limited condemnation authority. It was apparent from the scoping meetings that these issues would need
to be addressed in the planning process.

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

This General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement was written and prepared jointly by
the National Park Service and the Corps of Engineers, and in consultation with other federal, state, and
local cooperating agencies, as well as private landowners/county representatives.

In addition to the spring 1992 scoping meetings, newsletters were mailed to the public on several
occasions. A mailing list of nearly 1,000 people was developed from contacts in the local community
and statewide,

The senies of scoping meetings for all five planning projects in northern Nebraska and southern South
Dakota held in 1992 were summarized in an August 1992 newsletter. A second newsletter in
November 1993 included a planning update. It also described legislative mandates for the river,
proposed purpose statements for the river, and listed the “outstandingly remarkable values” as
significance statements, Then it offered the planning team proposals for “desired futures” for the
Missouri National Recreational River and included a mailback form for the public to use in
commenting on the newsletter content. These comments were summarized and made available to the
planning team for their use in making further revisions to planning concepts for the river.

A series of possible management alternatives were proposed in a newsletter to the public in November,
1994. It proposed five alternatives for public comment. They were: Natural River Processes, Primitive
River Experience, Recreation Emphasis, Historic Highway, and “No Action” (Continuation of Existing
Conditions). Also proposed were four leadership options: National Park Service (or Fish and Wildlife
Service) as lead agency, U. 8. Army Corps of Engineers as the lead agency, delegating the
responsibility to the two states through a cooperative agreement, and establishing an interstate board of
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

county governments that would function under a cooperative agreement. A March 1995 news release
summarized the public’s views of these alternatives.

Public review of the five management alternatives and four leadership options caused the planning team
to rethink the range of alternatives and managers and to propose the three alternatives presented in this
plan.

There was a 60-day public review period on this draft. During the review period written comments were
accepted. In addition, several public meetings were scheduled in the vicinity of the river and nearby
urban centers seeking public input. Announcements of these meetings were made through newspaper
and radio media.

I
A final plan incorporates substantive comments received during the final public review. Those people
who provide written comments and public officials and agencies automatically receive a copy of the
final plan. Subsequent to publishing the final plan, there will be a 30-day no-action period, followed by
the issuance of a record of decision documenting the final decisions.

CO-LEAD AGENCIES
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

The U. S. Army Corps of Engineers regulates the Missouri River through a series of dams and
reservoirs. It also provides streambank protection work and administers section 404 of the Clean Water
Act. In conjunction with the construction of the dams and reservoirs in this area, the Corps of Engineers
has acquired and manages land for both dam and recreational purposes immediately below Gavins
Point Dam.

The Corps of Engineers has jurisdiction by law on the Missouri River, operates the 59-mile Missouri
National Recreation River cooperatively with the National Park Service (acting for the secretary of the
interior), and agreed to be a co-lead agency for this recreational river GMP.

National Park Service

The National Park Service has been designated by the secretary of the interior as the administrator of
the 59-mile Missouri National Recreational River.

The National Park Service administers the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail through an office in
Omaha, Nebraska. A comprehensive plan for management and use of the trail was completed in
January 1982. The Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail can be accommodated as a water-based trail
in this segment, using the recreational development proposed in the Recreational River Management
Plan.

COOPERATING AGENCIES
Several federal, state, or local governments and agencies that have jurisdiction by law or special

expertise were asked to participate as a cooperating agency. The following have agreed to be
cooperating agencies for this General Management Plan.
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Planning for the National Recreational Area

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has responsibilities for trust resources such as migratory
birds and wetlands and for administering the Endangered Species Act. Consultation and coordination
with the USFWS is covered in the “Compliance” section.

Lewis and Clark Natural Resources District {Nebraska)

As political subdivisions in the state of Nebraska, natural resource districts (NRDs) are local agencies
directed by an elected board. They have state authority to facilitate and administer natural resource
projects and programs on a local level. The Lewis and Clark NRD provides a wide variety of services in
Cedar, Dixon, and Knox Counties in Nebraska. These services include flood control, rural water
supply, and cost-share programs with individual property owners, They also provide a variety of
administrative activities, including sponsorship of Section 32 streambank protection demonstration
work done by the Corps of Engineers.

Nebraska Game and Parks Commission

The Nebraska Game and Parks Commission owns and manages Ponca State Park and leases and
manages other recreational land and facilities. State parks, by law, have significant scenic, scientific, or
historic statewide values and development potential and sufficient land that a representative portion can
be retained in a natural or relatively undisturbed state.

Nebraska State Historic Preservation Office

The Nebraska State Historic Preservation Office has reviewed planning documents and has contributed
information on the cultural resources of the region.

South Dakota Department of Game, Fish, and Parks

The South Dakota Department of Game, Fish, and Parks maintains minor recreational facilities and
manages wildlife areas adjacent to the river.

Planning and Development District III (Yankton, South Dakota)

Planning and Development District IIl is a voluntary association of city and county governments.
Financed by membership dues, direct government grants, and service fees, the district routinely works
on a wide range of issues, including economic development, community development, recreation,
transportation, and long-range planning.

South Dakota State Historic Preservation Office

The South Dakota Historic Preservation Office has reviewed planning documents and has contributed

information on the cultural resources of the region.
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

To ensure that general management plan proposals that might affect properties eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places comply with provisions of section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act, a copy of the task directive was sent to the ACHP for review and comment. Newsletters describing
alternative proposals for the plan were also forwarded to the counci! who reviewed and commented on
the Draft General Management Plan.

County Governments

Zoning is a power of state and local governments. The Wwild and Scenic Rivers Act encourages federal
agencies to work with local land use planning agencies by issuing goidelines for local and state
governments for consideration in protecting river corridors. These guidelines are not binding on local
governments, nor can the federal government force the local governments to adopt them.

Yankton County has been zoned in the past, but currently is not zoned. Union and Clay Counties in
South Dakota have had zoning ordinances in place for quite a few years. In Nebraska, Cedar, and
Dixon Counties all currently lack zoning ordinances. All the Nebraska and South Dakota Counties have
appointed representatives to the planning team. Each county has the opportunity to enact laws and
regulations that can serve to implement different aspects of the plan.
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LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS WHO
RECEIVED COPIES OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMERT

Federal Agencies

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Bureau of Indian Affairs

Bureau of Land Management
Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Highway Administration

Natural Resource Conservation Service
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Forest Service

U.S. Geological Survey

Nebraska Agencies

Board of Education, Lands & Funds

Department of Economic Development

Department of Environmental Quality

Department of Roads

Department of Water Resources

Game and Parks Commission

Governor's Office

Lewis & Clark Natural Resource District

Natural Resources Commission

Northeast Nebraska Resource Conservation &
Development

Rural Development Commission

State Recreation Trails Commission

State Historical Society

State Office of Policy Research

South Dakota Agencies

Department of Environmental & Natural
Resources

Department of Game, Fish & Parks

Department of Transportation

Governor’s Office

North Central Resource Conservation &
Development

State Historical Society

Nebraska U.S. Congressional Delegation
Senator Charles Hagel

Senator Robert Kerrey

Representative William Barrett
Representative Douglas Bereuter
Representative Lee Terry

South Dakota U.S. Congressional Delegation
Senator Thomas Daschie

Senator Tim Johnson
Representative John Thune

Nebraska State Legislavve Delegation
Senator Marton Dierks

Senator Robert L. Dickey

Senator L. Patrick Enge!

South Dakots State Legislative biclegation
Senator Roland Chicoine

Representative Kenneth Albers
Representative Mike Broderick
Representative Caitlin Coilier
Represeniative Barnic Hunhoff
Representative Garry Moore

Representative Donald Munson
Representative john Reedy

Representative Gary S« oiax

Tribal

Nebraska Indian Intertriti Do o iopinent
Corporation

Omaha Tribal Connesl

Ponca Tribe of Neoraska

Santee Sioux

Winnebago Tribe of Nebraska

Yankton Sioux

County and Local Governments
Cedar County Commiission

City of Crofton

City of Elk Point

City of Hartington

City of North Sioux City

City of Ponca

City of Yankton

City of Vermillion

Clay County Commission

Dixon County Board of Supervisors
Union County Commission
Yankton County Commission

Organizations

American Rivers
Conservation Fund

East River Group Sierra Club
Friends of the River
Hartington Public Schools



CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

Fand Trust Alliance

Lewis & Clark Spirit Mound Trust

Loess Hills Audubon Society

Missouri River Bank Stabilization Association

Missouri River Basin Association

National Audubon Society

National Highway 20 Association

National Park Foundation

National Parks & Conservation Association

Nature Conservancy

Nebraska Association of Resources Districts

Nebraska Audubon Council

Nebraska Highway 14 Association

Newcastle-Vermillion Bridge Committee

Ponca Historical Society

Ponca Public Schools

Sierra Club-Nebraska Chapter

Spirit Mound Trust

University of Minnesota Cooperative Park
Studies Unit

Vermillion Chamber of Commerce

Vermillion Development Corporation

Vermiilion Public Schools

Yankton Chamber of Commerce

Yankton Public Schools

Libraries

Bloomfield Public Library
Cieighton University

Eastern Township Library
O'Neill Public Library

Gregory Public Library
Hartington Library

Lincoln Township Library
Lynch Public Library

Niobrara Public Library

Neligh Public Library
Newecastle Public School Library
Norfelk Public Library

Ponca Public Library

Sioux City Public Library
South Dakota State University
Stewart Township Library
Tyndall Library & Community Center
University of Nebraska Lincoln
University of Nebraska Omaha
University of South Dakota
Verdigre Public Library
Vermillion Library

Wagner Public Library

Wayne Public Library
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Wayne State College
Wynot Public School Library
Yankton Community Library

Magazines and Newspapers
Omaha World Herald
Norfolk Daily News
Nebraska Journal Leader
Sioux City Journal

Yankton Press & Dakotan

Businesses and Individuals

A list of business and individual recipients is
maintained by the O'Neill office of the National
Park Service.

Written Comments and Responses

The following governmental agencies,
organization, and individuals sent written
comments on the draft document. The letters
with substantive comments and responses by
the National Park Service are shown on pages
147-239, Please note that addresses have been
erased from individuals® letters.

Congressman Doug Bereuter
1st District, Nebraska
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
State of Nebraska
Natural Resources Commission
Game and Parks Commission
Lewis and Clark Natural Resources District
Cedar County Board of Commissioners
Dixon County Board of Supervisors
City of Yankton
Siouxland Interstatc Metropolitan
Planning Council
Missouri River Bank Stabilization Association
The Wildlife Society, South Dakota Chapter
American Rivers
Sierra Club, Living River Subgroup
Jan Wasson
Harold and Joyce Hoesing
Edward Sibley
Annie Lamprecht
Bonnie Hageman
Steve Husen
Bank of Dixon County



List of Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals Who Received Copies of the EIS

Burt Lunn

Terrence Brady

Arlene Heine

Betty Curry, Dixon County Planning
Committee

Darrel Curry, Missouri River Bank
Stabilization Association

James Holy

Jeaneth Pinkelman

Green Island Farms, Inc.

Tom Moser

Rebecca Wahl

Arthur Rickett
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Gleen and Velma Wathhorn
Cy F. Pinkelman
Jim Peterson
Jack Williams
Marlan Rolfes
Dean Hyde

John Davidson
Larry Swanson
Gary Heine
Gary Pinkelman
Robert Ryken
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" October 16. 1998 RECEIVED o mamionn
Mr. William Schenk A "_"'fsfu,“
Dyirector ' o
Midwest Regional Office
1709 Jackson St

Omaha, Nebraska 68102-2513
Dear Mr. Schenk:

Thank you for providing me with 2 copy of the Draft General Management Plan and
Environmental lmpact Statement for the Missouri National Recreation River. | would like 1o
take this opportunity 10 express my comments and concerns regarding the proposals included in
the management plan. 1 hope that you will consider my views in reaching your decision on the
proposed management plan.

I find much in the document with which [ agrec and belicve to be very positive.

lowever, n| ti 3 i 5) choi Y iv
ustead of ajternativg 3. Tn my opinion, the distinction between Wild, Scenic and Recteation

Rivers should be maintained after designation as wel! as wsed as a criteria in designation as a
"National River.” Consequemly, [ belicve Lhat pant of the initial reason lor designaing the river
as & “rcereation river” was 16 cnhance the recreatian experience alony what -have sometimes

referred vo as “Nebraska's northern coast.[OF course, | stand ready 10 help oblain monies for

increased recteation aceess points as well as fo assist in increasing visitor service facilitics. With
the addition of twn new Missouri River bridges at Nsobrara, Mebraska, 2nd Vermillion, South
Nakota. as well a5 a replacoment bridge south of Yamkten, South Dakora, this arca stands on the
threshold of addivonal recreation developmenis. 'iherelore. the Missouri Recreation River above
and beiow Lewis and Clark Lake can be an tniegra! part of such developments.

Although [ was not i Congress when the original designation of this stretch of the
Missouri National Recreation River (MNRR) was made, 1 have worked with the Departmem of
Defense and the Department of Intetior (DO on matters related to this recreation river for
nearly 20 vears. As you may fecall, the Heritaze Conservation and Recreation Service was the

original ugency designated 1o manage this river for the Department of Tnterior. [ The DOL signed a

memarandum of agteement (MOAY with the (115, Army Corps of Engincers on each agency's
responsibilitics. At that Linc it was agreed tha any appropriations for thwe $20 milkion authorized
inthe legislation designating the MNRR would by sought through the Comps’ budget.
Subsequently, in the 1986 Energy and Water Acl. the idea of cost share was adupied by the
Congress for many projecls and programs of assistance to stare and Jocal political subdivisions

The first three paragraphs on page 10 of the drafi plan explain how a general
management plan/environmental impact statement (GMP/EIS) is written under
the provisions of law.

Section 2 (b) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (WSRA), PL 90-542, as
amended, explains what classification a river will receive based on the levei of
development existing at the time of river designation. A subsequent general
management plan sets management directions, goals, and guidelines that
adhere to core intents in the WSRA.

Section 2. (b) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act

A wild, scenic or recreational river area eligible to be included in the
system is a free-flowing stream and the related adjacent land area that
possesses one or more of the values referred to in Section 1, subsection
(&) of this Act. Every wild, scenic or recreational river in its Jree-flowing
condition, or upon restoration to this condition, shall be considered
eligible for inclusion in the national wild and scenic rivers system and, if
included, shall be classified, designated, and administered as one of the
Jollowing:

(1) Wild river greas -- Those rivers or sections of rivers that are Jfree of
impoundments and generally inaccessible except by trail, with
watersheds or shorelines essentially primitive and waters unpoliuted
These represent vestiges of primitive America.

(2) Scenic river greas - Those rivers or sections of rivers that are free of
impoundments, with shorelines or watersheds still largely primitive and
shorelines largely undeveloped, but accessible in places by roads.

(3) Recreational river areas — Those rivers or sections of rivers that are

readily accessible by road or railroad, that may have some development
along their shorelines, and that may have undergone some
impoundment or diversion in the past,

Although cost-sharing recreational development was not originally planned for
new construction within the Missouri National Recreational River {MNRR),
cost sharing was included in the 1985 Supplemental Appropriations Act (PL
99-88), which provided funding for the Myron Grove boat access site. Cost
sharing was included in accordance with PL 99-662 for boat access and
recreational development at Yankton’s Riverside Park. Therefore, unless
Congress directs the Corps of Engineers (COE) to do otherwise, the COE will
require a cost-share sponsor for recreational development within MNRR for
projects on their lead.

SIp101J0) pa13a)T puw satoualy [padpa.;
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Mr. Witliam $chenk
Qctober 16, 1998
Page 2

funded througl the Corps budget. Even though the MNRR was a previously designuted river,

the Corps has interpreted this Ieeiislaliun 1o require a Jocal cost share for implementation. | have

never agreed with that decision. [Why is this issue not addressed direcily in the management plan

arvd how does the WNatopal Park Service and its partner, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, plan
10 address (he current MOA? .

Very lintle mention was made of coordination with the one political subdivision in
Nebraska which has jurisdiction for the entite length of the Nebraska portion of the 78-mile
stretch of the Misseuri National Recreation River {i.c., the Lewis and Clark Natural Resources
District). What leve] of coordination has been made with the L.ewis and Clark Natural Resources
District (NRD)? What role, if any, does the NP5 envision the Lewis & Clark NR1) playing i
management and development of resources along the river?

Construction of the mainstem dams on the Missouri River and subsequent management
of the river have grestly affected the sediment and erosion process on the river, Abowve the dams
sediment has acereted and below the dams where sediment ievel is greatly reduced from historic
levels, barik and river botlom erosion has accelersted. One of the original purposes pehind
designation of this stretch of the river was to help find 2 way that bank siabilization measures
could be undertaken 10 protect the property of adjacent landowners. 1am pleased to nose that the
ptan provides that: “Landowoers would provide wildlife habital casements to the Corps of
Fnginecrs, so that added construction of streanibank protection struceures would be possible.”

I was particularty incrested in some of the ideas suggested as possible additions to public
Tands and facilitics both along the siver and on islands within the banks of the river. ‘Therefore, 1
look Forward to discussing some of these concepts in more detail with you and your staif.

Thark you again for the opporwunity Lo review and comment upen this propased
management plan for the Missoun: Naticnal Recreation River between Gavins Point Dam and

Ponca, Nebraska,

Hest wishes,

Memher of Codgress

DB

¢: Colonel Roben D, Volz

Lk

The National Park Service (NPS) also endorses the concept of cost sharing,
believing with COE that such policy ensures strong local support for any
proposed undertaking.

As noted on page 24 of the draft plan and presented as appendix C, there isa
functioning cooperative agreement between the NPS and COE, the document
reflecting circumstances of 1980. As noted on p. 33, upon signing the record
of decision for this GMP/EIS the cooperative agreement could be, if needed,
revised to reflect current policies and authorities and be consistent with the
alternative selected by the planning process.

The Lewis and Clark Natural Resources District (NRID) manager was an
active member of the planning team that forged this GMP.

Regarding the NRDY’s future role, they are among the organizations referenced
on pages 33 and 47 that river managers would seck to consult and engage on
prospective management issues. On page 33 “The National Park Service
would work with local landowners and governments on appropriate land uses
within the boundary. . . .” And on page 47, “The National Park Service would
work with counties, landowners, and others on land development and
protection issues within the boundary. . . . The National Park Service would
seek 1o protect land through local partnerships and cooperative agreements.”

Already, the NPS and Lewis and Clark NRD are exploring possible
cooperative projects. See the response to Lewis and Clark NRD’s letter.

NOLLYNITH00) ANV NOLLYLTNSNG)



6vl

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

0,
Y m H UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENGY
oy .naﬁg REGION Vil
T26 HNNESOTA AVENUE
KANSAS. CITY, KANSAS 86101
PFEEIVE,
(R |
LA g IR
LL 1]

Mr. Paul Hendren

Niobrara/Missouri National Scenic Riverways
Post Oftice Box 591

U Neili, NE 65763-05v1

Dear Mr. Hendren:

RE:  Draft Environmental fimpact Statement (E1S) for the General
Management Plan - Missouri National Recreational River

In accordance with our responsibilitics under Section 309 of the Clean Air AcL and our
authyrities under the National Environmental Palicy Acl. we have reviewnd the Draft EIS for the
Missouri National Recreational River. In this review we have concluded that we have no
objections 10 your Management Plan as proposed, but would Like 1o take this opportunity to

communicate EPA's views on bank stabilizetion in gmera].iEPA is concerned that individual
bank stabilization activitics have becn occurring pn the unchannclized river reaches without a full
understanding of the cumulative effects such activities have on fish and wildtife diversity,
viability and habitat, overall bank crosion and sediment transporl. acsthetic values, and
recreational opponunities within cach unchanmelized reach.  That concern has been
wommunicated i the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) in the context of EPA’s responsibility to
review Clean Water Act Section 404 permits requested for such activities, While we appreciate
s cinphasis an von-uaditiona Babua-riendly bank swbitiznion webrviugy in tiis F15

Mi 1 National R lional River), we d that bank stabilization for this project be
limited to the protection of existing structures pending the completion of 2 cumprehensive study
ol the cumulative effects of bank stabilization activities. The Corps has recenily stated its
inlention to complete both a cumulative effects siudy and an LIS for bank stabilization on the
Upper Missouri River from Fort Peck to Sioux City. That EJS shouid provide a basis with
which vo identify preferred bank stabilization altematives and limitations based on the findings
Irom the cumulative effects study.

RECTCLE

The COE and NPS do not support a moratorium on bank stabilization but witl
take cumulative impacts into account when permitting individual projects on a
case-by-case basis. As information from the ongoing section 33 cumulative
impact study is available, relevant information will be considered in future
decisions regarding bank stabilization.

SN PoI3]T pup S210uaSy [D4opay



0S1

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

-
2

Thartk vou fot the opportunity to comment. If you have uny questions please di not
hesitate 1o contact me al [G15) 551-7148.

Sincerely,
0'44-[*-'{« (:‘Zﬁu.k —

'oseph Cothern
Acting NEFA Program Manager

e Claine Sunane
Office of Federal Activities

NOLLYNICHOO?) ANV NOLLVITNSNOD)
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WTLDLIFE SERVICE
LAKE ANUES NAYIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE COMPLRX
T2 L Street
LAKE ANDES, SUUTII DAKUTA $T386-605
. Yo

FAX w07 7w L.1-3
fae s st s gy
Ociober 1, 1998 ;e * - a9
HIAIRDIN

Superintendent
Niobrara/Missouri National Svenic Riverways
P.O. Box 591
O'Neill, NE 58763-0591
Superintendent:
I read through the draft general gement plan, envi | impact for the
Mismuri River National Recreational River located in Yankton, Clay and Union Countics in South
Dakota

The:re was only one discaepancy regarding a piece of propenty owned in fee tile by the U.5. Fish

and Wildlife Service. [The twe pull out taps in the document (copy attached) idenuty a piece of
property as a wetland easement. It is nol. Both maps shoukd be changed to read- U.S. Fish and
6 Wwildlife Service, Waterfowl Production Area. If you wart to call it by name, it is the Collar
Watertowl Production Area. | have enclosed a map of the property for your information.

161

Talso recognized the fact that you had left out the recreational/inierpretive opporaunities provided
by the Gavins Point National Fish Hanchery which is atso a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service owned
facility. [ vontacted the Harchery Manager, Herb Ballig, 1o lef fim koow he needs o comment
on the draft.

When dealing with the informarion regarding the U. 5. Fish and Wildlife Service, there are three
distinct scgments that should be invelved- the Eological Services Office in Pierre which deals
with the regulatory aspect of our job and the information regarding endangered species; the Gavins
Puini Nationai Tisiv Hatchery: and units within the National Wildlife Refuge Sysem. That is the
segment [ represent.

1t you have any questions or need clarificanon, please contact me ar 505-487-7603. Monday
through Friday, 8:00am 10 4:30pm.

Sincerely,

Sylvia K. Pelizza
Refuge Manager

6.

This change was made.
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ARCEIVED
£ H
A - Dakots Srare
BT 1 1998 His{ORICAL SOCIETY
- coomem mT T - WW“VH‘“
Department of Education aad Cultural Affairs " C“'%mﬂ%:::
Office of Ristory mﬂﬂ' l! iﬁ SO §71501-1217
October B, 1998 T AR o
Ol 3
Rocelved
SUPERINTENDENT ——e Buperimundent | te
NIDBRARAMISSOURI NATIONAL SCENIC RIVERWAYS — == Aduin Mnr- .
£O BOX 581 —_— “'"'-.::-
O'NEILL NE 68783-0561 = E“' . :‘" .
SECTION 106 PROJECT CONSULTATION - TECHNICAL ACIC I e —_
Project: S80822002F- Missouri National Recreational River Emvrtmpact Stalgrment _ ~——
Location: Multiple Counties i ey —

(NPS)
Dear Mr./Ms, Supenntendent.

Thank you for the copy of the Draft General Management Plan Envirenmental Impact
Statement for the Missouri Nationa) Recreational River (MNRR). The 8D SHPO would
like to provide camment on the potential impacts of the above referenced project
pursuant to Section 106 of the Natianal Histevic Presenvation Act of 1966 (as
amended).

The 5D SHPO concurs with the Nalionat Park Sarvice in apting for Atemative #2 ag
the Praferred Alternative. In comparing all three alternatives, Altemative #2 appears to
afford the highest level of inventory, evaluation, monitaring and protection of our
important, non-renewabds cultural resounces within the MNRR. Likewisa, Alternative
#2 also appears {0 provide the best overall management strategy by restricling and/or
minimizing development, both private and federal, as well as maintaining vigitor use 1o
lower, manageable levels. In summary. Alternalive #2 will provide the best approach
1o maintaining and preserving all of the unigue resources of the MNRR. The SD
SHPO locks forward to working with the National Park Service to identify, evaiuate,
imterpret and protect the cultural meources within the MNRR.

Should you require any additicnal wiommation, piease do not hesitate to contact Eruce
Penner. at 773-6004. Your concern for the non-renewable cultural heritage of our
state is appreciated

Sincerely,

Jay D. Vogl
State Historic Presarvation Officar
Ganirn, B feenpls

Bruce R. Penner
Review and Comphance Coorginator

NOLLYNITHOO) GNY NOILVITIISNGD
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STATE OF NEBRASKA

NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION

D

301 Contenrsl Mal Sewsh

November 9, 1998 PO Box 9
Lancoks, Nebraske 685094576

Phone 14021 4712081

RECEIVED Fax 4027 471- 3132

Mr. Paul L. Hedren. Superintendent . ¥GY | 1998
Richreadisonm NGR iAo Al
P.Q. Bex 391

O'Neill, Nebrasks 68763

Dear Paul:

We have reviewed the "Drall General Mansgement Plan snd Eovinmental Impaci
Stalement” for the Missouri National Recreation River and submit the Following comments [or your
considcration:

{1}  We concur with selection of Alternative 2 {Rosource Prutectivn/Recreation) as the
preferred alternative. This alicrnative and its specified primary gosk arc consistent with Public Law
495-525 which designated Lhis recrcational tiver reach, the R iomal River M Plan and

) L.

ihe E9HO Couy ive Aj 5
[iei] [% scEﬁ alermat: provides [of limited recreational dovelopment along the fiver

reach. Wi supporl inchasion of recreation development dug (0 the great potential for recrcational
use snd enjoyment there. Howevet, we arc not sure the landowners and residents aloag the river
7 reach support such development at this ume. Therefare, we sugpest 1hal local interests be dircely

invohied with the planning, appeovat, and ultimate development of any public recreation facilitics in
{he future,

I Pagc 45 TRE OTAIT MATETEMNT Bian sTates Tho! Nalional Park Service and Lhe
Corps would jointly host anmual or semi-annual public mectings in lieu of reercaling the MNRR
Advisory Group. W strongly quostion this upproach as occasional public meetings would likcly resull
in inconsitent participation hy local subdivisions of goverament and other interest groups along the
siver reach. Ongoing and consistent participation by local intcrests will he needed to best protect and
8 proserve the cesources along the river and determine desined recreation projects.  Relenence to a
"Recreational River Advisory Group” is included in Public Law 95-625. Utilization of a public
advisary group woukl als) betler meet Lhe 5™ poal of the preferred alternative as listed on page 47.
The Missouri Rives Bank Stabilization Association has clearly demonstrated 1ha local representatives
an bath sides of the river can etiectively work 10gether on ssues slong this roack of the Missowi
River.
9 | Age 19 - (RC WeSICn Pramc Foim,

& als0 prescnily tound in Utoe County,

1 Mebriska (Dicken Prairie neac Usadilla)
{3)  The sectiom on Cultural Resources (pages 56-91) is well writlen and very informative.
(&)  Page 130 - Allernative 3. in rcgmsulo County Expenses and Revenue, would be
cgn.‘clcd 10 have the same ar similar effect on coumty 1ax revenue as listed lor Allcmative 2 on page
124,

We appreciate the opportunity to review the Draft General Management Plun, Pleasc contact
Tom Pesek or me if you have any questions regarding our comments.
Sincerely.
Dayle E Williamson

DEW:TFP:mh Dircctor of Natural Resources
w:  Vince Kramper . e

L R I

The matter of local involvement is addressed ofien in the plan. On page 13,
under the “Administration” section, the first sentence reads, “Local, state, and
federal agencies, community groups, advocate organizations, and individuals
act in cooperation to protect and enhance the resources.”

On pages 34 and 47, both the NPS and COE offer additiona! affirmations that
they intend to seek help from and continue conferring with local governments,
organizations, and landowners in managing the recreational river and its land
development issues. The GMP was written identifying the need for local
involvement. Please see also responses 2 and 4 above.

The pattern for successful periodic public information-sharing gatherings
already exists in COE’s well-attended annual interagency meetings, the
nearest one to the MNRR occurring at the Gavins Point Dam headquarters
each spring. The COE and NPS propose MNRR meetings of this sort. River
managers already regularly attend county commission meetings, the annual
meeting of the Missouri River Bank Stabilization Association {MRBSA), and
meetings with environmental groups and other interested parties, invariably to
report or consult on river management issues. As stated in response 7 above,
working with local residents, groups, and governments to achieve the goals set
forth in this GMP is envisioned as the principal pattern for success.

Any “major federal action,” such as new construction, would require that the
NPS or COE comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
before construction. This process requires public notification and involvement.
At a minimum, the MNRR GMP/EIS mailing list could be used for informing
the public regarding NEPA compliance activities within the MNRR, so
interested citizens could attend meetings or provide written comments
regarding a proposed project, its impacts, and its alternatives. In addition.
both NPS and COE will attend meetings discussing MNRR concerns and
issues at the request of any local group or agency.

Regarding the MNRR Advisory Group established under Public Law 95-625,
that group’s purpose was chiefly planning and in large measure they
shepherded creation of the 1980 General Management Plan being superceded
by the current document. The Advisory Group’s charter expired in 1989.

(toe County has been added to the list on page 79.
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Nebraska Game and Parks Commission

2300 N. ¥3rd 5, / RO, Box 303790 / Lincaln, NE 685030370
- Phone 1024710641 / Fax: 422-471-5528 # howpu/ /ewrongpe state.ne uy/

HERRIVES

Drecembar 15, 1568
Y
i oo e v enlied
L. T
Paul L. Hedren, Suparintendant
Nationai Park Sarvice
Nisbrara/Missouri National Scenic Riverways
P. ©. Box 551
O'Neill, NE 68763

Dear Mr. Hedren:

The Nabraska Game and Parks Cominission would like to thank you for the opportunity
to review the General Management Pfan (GMP) and Envi | Impact Statement
for the 58-wile Missouri River corridor from Gaving Peint Dam downstream to Ponca
State Park. This is a unique section of river and one of the few remaining
unchannelized and urdammed reaches left on the Missouri River.

Of the three management altematives presented, our agency would agres the benefits
of alternatives two and three outweigh those in alterative one.  Altematives two and
three have many similar characteristics, and in fact complimant each ather in many
instances throughout the GMP. However, afternative three appears to be more
proactive in meeting and faciitating our constituente and Missowri River visitors
anticipated needs, enjoyment, and understanding of values for this section of tha rivar.

The State Comprehansive Qutdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP), cited in your draft
repart, was developed by the Nebraska Game and Parks Commussion and identified the
fact that eastemn Nebraska is extremely short ¢n water-based recreation. and area whare
a high parceniage of citizens reside. When South Dakota and lowa residents, within
short driving distance, are added lo Nebraska's numbers, the demand for outdoor
recraation oh the Missouri River bacomes even greater.

A second plan, entited Focusing on the Future (July 1996), is our Commission’s
stewardship doctrine, a plan for Nebraska's fish, wildiife, and parkland resources. This
plan lists he Missoun River, adjacent to Nebraska, as ane of aur principal focal points
and deals with the recreational values and resaurce managetment of the river.

The goeal of the Missour River section in this plan is to , P t, and tmaintal
the diversity of historic Missouri River habitats, resources and ecosystem
functions in order that present and future generations may enjoy ¢onsumptive
and r onsumptt td T ional oppor " Fwe abjeclives were

P ntind s e peper sk sy b
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NPS Missouri River GMP draft plan
Page 2
12/15/98

tdentified to meet this goal (1} To restore terrestriai and aguatic floodpiain habitat typss,
including old oxbows, chutes, side channels, backwater, wetland areas and other
shallow waler habitats. (2} Restora fiows (hat reflect the natural hydrograph of the
Missouri River. (3) Educaie the public on tha advartages of reduced navigation in the
surmmer and sarfy fal to the natural hydrograph as well as the summer recreational
benefits on the river. (4) Doubls the number of total recreational use days. (5)
Investigats and manage native fish, wildlife, and furbearars on a sustainable basis. A
copy of the Missour River section of this plan has been encloged for your reference.

In summary, the 58-mile segment of Missowri River from Gavins Poirt Dam to Ponca
State Park is y imp ] 1% as well as cilizans from our neighboring
slates. Altarnative three of the Missouri River GMF provides our agency a less confining
opportunity to share this seclion of river in sccord with establiished plans such as
SCORP and Focusing on the Fulure. Altsrnative three also affords us more latitude to
maat cur gaals of resourca protection and recreational enhancernent while helping to
diversify local economies and contribule 0 and help maintain the Good Life here in
Nebraska.

Thank you again for your thoughtful conaxioration.
Sincerely

Owacke_

Rex Amack
Director

Ralsg
Enclosure:

CC.  E. Benjamin Nelson, Govermor
Miks Johanns, Governor-Elect
Bob Kerry, Senator
Charies Hagel, Senatar
Douglas Bersuter, Congressman, District 1
Jon Christensen, Congressman, District 2
William Barrett, Congressman, District 3
Lae Temry, Congressman-Elect, Diatrict 2
Chief. Enwviron. Analysis Branch, Planning Division, COE
Dirsctor, Nabragka Natural Resource Commission
Dicector, Nebragka Stale Historical Society
Manager, Lewis & Ciark Natural Resource District

sl paraarg pup sarousdy aig
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10. NP$ and COE believe “conferring” to mean two-way communication. The
matter of committees and general and specific communication and
consultation are further discussed in response 7. Also see response 8.

11. Regarding the MNRR Advisory Group, see the concluding paragraph to

response 8.
608 N. Aobinson po

LEWIS & CLARK PQ Box 518 12.

Marnington, NE 66738 Before commencing any long-term cooperative undertaking with individuals

Natural Resources District Phone (402] 254-6758 or organizations, a legal instrument firming all expectations and
Fax (402) 254-6739 understandings would be drawn and signed by the involved parties.
December 10, 1998 JECEIVED
Paul Hedren L L 1398
National Park Service T |
Niobrara/Missouri NSR T e
PO Box 591

O’Neill, NE 68763
Dear Paul

The Lewis & Clark NRD in Hartington has reviewed the draft General Management Plan for the
Missouri National Recrestional River and has some ppinions to offer on its content. We have
yenerally heen supportive of the Recreational River Concept since its meeption and continue that
attitude. We hope you will consider these comments as constructive and incorporate them in the final
verson.

The District contimues to emphastze the impartance of local input. [t is essential to seek concurrence

fram local purtners when developing plan objectives as pan of the rwo agencies’ decision making

orocess. This igsue was raised during the planning meetings, addressed by letter (Lynn Peterson

3/24/97), ban still not included yet. We believe “conferring™ individually with local groups suggests a

one-way communication whereas mutual concurrence would be much more effective (p 34 & p 43),
Gme means needs 10 o mclude and coordinate interests. We fike

10 Hedren suggested November 24, 1998 when he sid he “envisions ad hoc commitices 1o do this.” We

would like this included in the plan.

g

We believe an advisory group would be the best solution, but was 1oid that is wasn't authorized.
11 Please explin how that was deleted Gom PLOS-625, We ask m least that you add the following

The NRD wouid be willing 1o assist the NP5 with Conservation Easemem effarts along the river. At
present, we hold some perpetual easertients for maimenance of Bank Protection measures at selected
locations but they Jikely would not £it the purposes specified in the plan. Because of limited staff and
financial cesources we would need assistance on title search, legal documnemtation, and sasement
violation enforcemem, bt certainly wish to discuss procedures thet would facilitate the process.
12 Preliminary discussion with Paul Hedron indicated NPS could provide legal assistance on conservation
easements 1o the Dustrict. We'd like that sssurance in some cooperative agreemen forn before we
could proceed. We feel easements are the best tool available here, but caution needs to be expressed.
Many [andowners will be willing to donate easements with the intention that if qualifies them under
“federal interest”™ for patential bank protection, but it's not likely thar such assurances can be
uniformly realized by all.

o
€3 eaycled o
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Hedren letter
Page 2
December 10, 1998

The comments on “Stecambank Protection” (p 39 & 50) could stand revision to strengthen the fact
that stabilization is necessary and important. This is noted on 9, however the comments made
relative to Missouri River conditions. [Tt is maive for to think that
‘efetativ oengmeering techriques” would be effective deterrents to forces of a river
this size. The use of rock stabilization in portions of the River benefit wililife habitst as well as
agricultural land, and this fact should be noted.. We do concur emphatically with the need for

comtinued maintenance of activities and facilities by the Federal agencies.

For costs reasons as well as community scocpiance, the preferred alternative would appear to be the
most practicel. The physical and environmental impact of emphasized recreation may not be iz the
best lony, term inserests of those who admire and enjoy the Missouri River as it s, but the NRD could
accept alternative three as weil. Ul Jv the of the R 10n River Plan will depend on
how well the NPS relates with local interests. We hope they do it well

Sincerely,

Tom Moser
General Manager

cc: Rep Bereuter

13. In fact, the second paragraph of p. 39 opens with, “When bioengineering

techniques are not feasible nor practicable, erosion control techniques
(including the use of rocks for streambank protection) would be permitted. . .
7 The use of bioengineering on the banks of the Missouri River, especially
this far north, has not been tested for long-term durability. While the success
of various techniques varies, COE and NPS intend to keep all stabilization
options open, including hard structures, environmentally sensitive options, and
the use of sloughing easements.

SO parsapy pup saoualy av1s
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Board of Commissioners

F 3 Cedar Cﬂunty SHEFUL
Fartington. Hartingon, NE 68739
= — ]
Marien Kruacer, Shimmn Beoge (Gus) Pick, Yice-Chaieman .. Do R, s wren
Distrct #2 Diatrict £ Bigirict #1

December 16, 1993

Faul Hedren

Nationa! Park Service
NiobraraMissour{ NSR
P.0O. Box 391

O'Neill, NE 68763

Dear Paul:

The Cedar County Board of Commissioners has reviewed information presented by the
National Fark Service regarding the drafk of 1he General Management Plan for the
Missouri National Recreational River. The County Board has also been in aendance to
some of Lhe Public Hearings in respect 1o the Recreational River Concept, and on the
most part has been supportive

This Board however has some ConCems Tegarding the DProject that needs to be made
known at this timie. The main concern comes to retaizing local control, we feel that once
Cedar County gets into place. an cperating County wide Zoning Plan, the Zoning

14 Commissioner will have Total Control regarding new constraction in Cedar County and
the arca adjacent 10 the Scenic River Project, This County Board has hopes of geiting
Zoning into complete aperation within the next 24 months.

This Board is also concemed with the economic factor that may be placed on the
Taxpayers of Cedar County. The atdinionat 1ax burden will be genecated by the necessiy
of road development and maintenance as well as the additional law enforcement that may
15 be required 10 handle the added waffic and people. Although we feel this added trafflc

may also add valuation and revenue to the County it may not be sufficient to offset the
added expense to the current residents of Cedar County. With this thoughn we would like
the cooperation of the National Park Service to assist in funding or in cbtaining additional
tunding to defray the additional expense that may occur.

14. Zoning is a state issue and the federal government has no authority to write or
enforce zoning codes. When a county implements zoning protections they
alone carry the responsibility for enforcing them. In the spirit of cooperation
the NPS desires to be included in reviews of draft zoning plans so that issues
refated to the MNRR can be effectively addressed. On pages 36-37 are
recommendations offered by this general management plan to counties on
zoning and new construction inside the MNRR boundary.

15. The NPS and COE invite organizations and local governments with interests
in the MNRR to make proposals for cooperative projects. Each agency will
review the proposals as they relate to their respective missions and for
consistency with the law. Pending receipt of operational funding, NPS and
COE envision cost-sharing opportunities in many matters of visitor education
and protection and resources management,

NOLLYNIQHO0) ANV NOLLVLTNSNOD)
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Board of Commissioners

Cedar County
Hartingon, NE 68739

Ditrict

Regarding our previvus discussions held on the Cedur County boat docks and recreation
fucilities, which are Jocated within the Scenie River Project. This Board is requesting the
National Park Service (o attempt 1o incorperate imo the plan, some type of armangement
to provide ussistance 10 Cedar County foc 1he existing recreation facilitics, along with the
consalxdation of Goat [sland inte the National Park System, as you have stated Goar
ksland appears to be Federal Lands.

Sincercly,

A :
eZrgrann /v/(r—,,.-,f,

Dwain Heimes
Charnan, Cedar County Board of Commissioners

Ce: Rep Berewter
Senator Kerry
Senator Hagel

George {Gus) Pick, Vice-Chusemen Dwain Heimes, Chousarcn
Disiriet #3 #

sa1uady jpaoT
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[hore Mo Clerk Prone 402-755-2208
DIXON COUNTY CLERK eCEWED
PO BOX S48
PONCA, NEBRASKA 8770 o |Bgﬁ
December £, 1998 [P )
T oA

paul Hedren Superintendent
Nicbrara/Missourl National Scenic Riverways
PO Box 591

C'Neill, BE 68763

Dear My. Hadren:

We, the Dixon County Board of Supervisors, are pleased to have the opportunity to
~omment on the Misrauri Matinhal Recreation River braft General Management FPlan
and Environment Statoment.

We recommend that there be continued stress placed on the original designation of
this stretch of the river, as a "recreation river”, pursuant to Public Law 95-623,
eracted November 11, 1978.

We recommend that the ceverely eroding sites be identified and cost estimates be
included in the Plan, and that high bank stabilization be a priority in the Plan
and such stabilization work be included in the Corps of Engineers' budget, as
stated in Public Law 95-625. The flow-way is now 60% wider than when Gavins Point
Cam was completed. A wide shallow river is not in keeping with the plan for a
Wetiopal Recreation River.

We recosmend that more access sites be provided for recreational purposes and that
the natural beauty and integrity of the river be protected, Faglie roost AYeas,
wildlife habitats, and game production areas in the wooded sites are
irreplaceable.

The egopamic bemefits to Dixon County will be greatly increased with continued
bank stabilization. After the Section 32 projects were completed, the erosion
rate dropped from an estimated 160 acres per year to 80 acres par year con this 59
mile reach. Sinee that time, the high releases of recent years has, ance again,
scecleorated the erosion rate, rosulting in a tar less to Dixon County.

We recommesnd that "Alternative 3" of the Draft General Management Plan and
EnviTopment Statement be selected as it 1s closer to the intent of the law passed
by Congress.

Sincerely,

STy Y .
s e &7 *—;-J.f‘eu(,
Rubksell Tleury, Chairm,
Dixon County Board of Supervisers

cc:  Senator Robert Kerry
Senator Chuck Hagel
Congressman Doug Bereuter
William Schenk, Director NPS

16. During the winter of 1998-99, the COE initiated scoping under section 33

authority for an environmental impact statement (EIS) on the effects of bank
stabilization along the Missouri River from Fort Peck Dam, Montana, to the
commencement of the channelized river near Ponca State Park, Nebraska. The
NPS is participating in this EIS, focusing on its 39-mile management district
below Fort Randall Dam and this 39-mile district below Gavins Point Dam.
The section 33 EIS will identify specific areas potentially needing bank
stabilization protection and will address alternatives and the environmental
consequences inherent in such an undertaking. The public, including the
MRBSA, was asked to provide a list of priority bank stabilization sites. With
this EIS requirement underway NPS, COE, MRBSA, and other cooperators
are poised and willing to conceive a new bank stabilization program for the
59-Mile MNRR invelving updated cost projections for critical bank
stabilization work and easement acquisition necessary to establish a mandated
federal interest. This program will then be commended to Congress for
funding and implementation through procedures outlined in the current or
revised cooperative agreement between the NPS and COE.

NOLLYNIJR0O0) aN¥ NOLLVIINSNOD)
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City of Vonlton

410418 Walnut o

CevEy P.0. Box 17§
Yankton, South Dakota 57078-0178
December 17, 1998 il Phone (805} 688-5200

L eseruund

Mr. Paul Hedren

Superintendent

United States Department of Lnierioe

National Park Service

Niobrara'Missouri National Scenic Riverways
P.O. Box 591

O'Neill. NE 68763

Dear Mr. Hedten:

The Baard of City Commissioners of the City of Yankion met and discussed the Draft General
Management Plan/Fovitonmentad Impact Statement for the Missouri Nationzl Recreational
River. After consideratiun of the three options contained within the plan, the City supports the
preferred option which would be future use of the river combining the environmenta) and
recregtinnal interests.

W would also like to expross aur interest in cooperating with the Narional Park Service {NPS}
with reggard 10 the Lewis & Clark Bicentennial Celebration. The next meeting of the Yankton
Lewis & Clark Bicentennial Committee will be January 13, 1999. 1 suggest that you contact
Roger Pierce. our Director of Parks and Recreation who also serves on thet committee for more
information about getting on that agenda,

As your plans fur estabtishing a NI'S field office in Yanktor progress. pleast contact us. We
wobid be happy to provide assistance wilh that «ffort,

II'yon have any further questions. please feef free 1o contact me.

Sincerely.

SO i
Poleen YedemNr
"Efic Swanson

City Manager

ve:  Roper Pierce, Ditecior of Parks and Recreation

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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SiouxLanp]ntersTaTE(/|ETROPOLITAN [PLanNING(CQuNciL

= - i
$07 - 7TH STREET, SUITE 401 “ELEIVES
P.O. BOX 447
SIOUX CITY, IOWA 51102-044T
TELEPHONE (¥12) 279-6208 gyt

FAX (712) 279-8920
E-MAfL simpco @ simpeo.org MRy S A

December 15, 1998 e

Mr. Paul L. Hedren, Supt.
National Park Service
P.Q. Box 581

O'Neill, NE 68763

Subject: Draft General Management Plan/EIS
Missouri National Recreation River

Dear Mr. Hedren:

We have reviewed the subject documnent (plan) and recognize
that it contains good and interesting information. The alternatives
presented are somewhat difficult to compare because there are no
specific recommendations included.

We favar an increased emphasis on recreation and, therefore,
favor Alternative Three. We note that this 59-mile stretch was
designated as a "Nationa! Recrealion River”.

We believe that this plan should include specific site
recommendations on bank protection improvements. Such
recommendations would be predicated on an updated bank erosion
17 study. This study should update the earlier work on bank erosion
rates compieted by the Corps of Engineers and SIMPCO. Thesa
earlier studies allowed the selection of high priority bank protection
areas for the 1978 plan.

The plan should contain specific recommendex recreational
improvements and scenic easements.

The costs of bank protection, recreaticnal improvements, and
scenic easements should also be included.

The plan should include an updated Memarandum of

18 Agreement with the Corps of Engineers.
We do not believe the selecled pfan shou'd restore spring
19 floods in any event. The purpose of the plan was not 1o change the

flows of the Missouri River, The flows and related issues are being

Visit our Homa Page at htip:/fwww,plonst.net/-simpeco

17. See response 16.
18. See response 3.

19. This plan does not endorse “restoring spring floods™ and this language is not
in the document. The plan does not affect water releases from Gavins Point
Dam. On page 15, third paragraph in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
section, it is written, “While flow releases from the dam are outside the scope
of this Draft GMP/EIS, as administrator of the MNRR, the National Park
Service favors an alternative that would protect and enhance the values for
which the MNRR was included in the national wild and scenic rivers system,
In reaching a decision on the Master Water Control Manual update, the Corps
would need to balance the needs of the MNRR with other needs of the.
Missouri River basin.”

NOLLYNIQH00) ANV NOLLYLIASNOD
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addressed through the Corps of Engineers Review and Uipdate Study
19 of the Master Water Control Manual. We oppose any large changes
in flows that would increase the threat of floods or hamper drainage

of agricultural areas during the spring planting period.
We believe that a closer working relationship with focal groups
is warranted. SIMPCO has performed a number of high quality
20 studies that relate to this section of the river and could be included in

the plan.

Sincerely,

S e
Don Meisner, Director

cc: LUS Senator Tom Daschle
US Senator J. Robert Kerrey
US Senator Tim Johnson
US Senator Chuck Hagel
US Representative Doug Bereuter
US Representative Bifl Barrett
US Representative John Thune
US Representative Elect Lee Terry

Rec rmvar NPS §3-12

20. See responses 4 and 15.

satouady paog
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Missouri River Bank Stabilization Ass'n
NEWCASTLE, NEBRASKA SW57

December 12, 1998

United States Department of the Interior RECEIVED
National Park Service

Wiobrara/Missourl National Scenic Riverways WFL . 99K
P. O, Box 591

0°Neill, Nebvraska 68763 NIDBRARA/MISI0UK)
Attention: Paul L. Hedren, Superintendent L

pear Sir,

Your office has released the final draft general management
plan/environmental impact statement for the Kissouri National
Recreational River for public review and comment. Your plan

as released contains three alternativesajaccording to your

statements at one or more of the public meetings, the first
alternative, herein identified as Alternative One, is not viable,
{You may recall that when a vote was taken by the planning team,
the county representatives unanimously favored Alternative Cne.}
As a practical matter, then, only Alternatives Two and Three

are to be given serious consideration.

of the two, the Hissourl River Bank Stabilizatlion Association
favora Alternative Three, the Recreational River alternative.

Tt is the belief of the Association that Alternative Three best
reflects the needs and desires of the membership. That
membership, as you likely know, consists of tarmers, landowners,
hunters, fishermen and others interested in protecting and
preserving the segment of the Migsouri subject to your plan.

This segment of the Missouri, while still largely reflective
of the truly wild Missourt, does in fact display a number of
Features indicative of the encroachment of civilization. Isolated
areas of "deveLopmeﬁt" in the form of trailers, cabins, a
campground or two, a boat club, some gporadic activity by
"sutfitters", "spot" bank stabilization and extensive farming
operations along the river, underscores the fact that this ia
no longer a natural, wild river, Its altered character would
seem to qualify it best for Alternative Three. Indaed, its very
categorization as a “Recreational River" suggests adoption of

21. As explained on page 24, NEPA requires a “no action” alternative as a
baseline for the environmental analysis of impacts of proposed federal actions.
This requirement was repeatedly explained at planning and public information
meetings.
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Alternative Three.

At the outset we should emphasize the difference between
bank stabilization and channelization., The latter seeks to force
the river into a narrow, self-scouring "ditch”. On the Missouri
channelization is characteristically used to facilitate
navigation. Bank stabilization is a means of erosion reduction.
It seeks to set limits (the "high banks"} within which the riwver
can wander at will. It may or may not be at the water's edge.

It should be as uoobtrusive as possible. Some extant
stabilization work, done about twenty-two years agoe, is now
80 overgrown it is now not noticeable to a casual cbserver,
if at all.

It has been obviaus to the county representatives since
the day the planning team began its work that National Park
Service members of the team have, for the most part, been hostile
to the inclusion of bank stabilization as a part of this plan.
Despite specific language in the autherizing legislation, bank
stabilization has been given short shrift. It was heartening
to hear your repeated assertions at the Vermillien and Yankton
meetings that bank stabilization was definitely "in there" (in
the plan) and was Lo be given even more prominence and importance

as a result of the clamor for such at the public meetings,

Tf indeed you have stressed (or will stress] the need for
bank protection and actually specify sites in need thereof in
your revised plan, it would seem oniy fair to publicize these
specifics prior te sending the plan on for further consideration.

This is especially significant in light of the National Park
Services' bias against bank protection. Note, hera, two thinga:
first, (again), the Assoclation favors bank stabillzation, not
channelization; second, we ask only for "high bank™ protection,
where needed, as needed.

Here it should be emphasized that bank stabilizatlion can
and should be an indispensable toal in protecting and preserving
the river. Just one of the true tragedies resulting from the

22. Sce response 16.
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ARBSA P.3

neglact and delay (of the Wational Park Service) in dealing
with erosion problems has been the total destruction of the
nagaificent stand of "old growth" cottonwuods at or near Mile
TTOR.

The view that bank stabllizaticn is repugnant to the concept
of a recreatianal river lgnores a salient characteristic of
today's river: it no longer floods in the segment coverad by
this plan. while erosion persists relentlassly, because of the
abhsence of flooding no rastoration {"build-back™) ever occurs.
tandowners thus have an almost 100% chance of losing their land;
they have little or no chanve of regaining any of it. It would
be manifestly unfair to ignore the need for stabilization in
any plan whose aim is to preserve and protect this segment of
the river.

We need not remind you that landowners are willing to help
achieve the aims of this project. A number of them have
volunteered to provide easements which would facilitate and
enhante the objectives of the plan.

Your preferred altarnative calls for, among other things,
management s¢ as to restore ", ...the natural function of the
river®, The annual Elooding along the pre-dam river was a
®nhatural Function", It appears that Alternative Two enbraces
the concept of a return to the "spring flood" espoused by some
environmental groups. (Summary, Alternative Two, p 63.)|1f

in Fact that be contemplated, it is, without adequate bank
protection, irresponsible, at best. Ycpiminal® is likely a more
accurate description. This proposal, absent bank stapilization,
should sound the death knell for Alternative Two.

With respect to the lack of public access to the "Rec River"
in its lower reaches, on the South Dakota side, the Association
agrees that an additional access point in that area is desirable.
such access should insure a usable, all-weather launching ramp,
suitable for both power boats and canoces. Right bank access

is adequate, and the ramps and docks are for the mogt part guite

23. See response 19.
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good |

de also noticed the failure to specify preciase boundries
and precisely what being included in the boundary entails. This
should be clearly outlined to inform landownerz along this
dtretch of the river.

It is the consensus of the Association that the National
Park Service, after "dragging out" the completion of this plan,
used extremely poor judgement in choceing the holiday season
to “rush" into public meetings. Especially s¢, since these
"public™ meetings were not advertised in the local papers on
the Nebraska side of the river; notably the Hartington paper
and tie Nebraska Journal/Leader, Ponca.

The Migaouri River Bank Stabilization Agsociation, comprising
of 4 gubstantizl nunber of members 1n both Nebraska and South
Dakota, recommende Altermative Three.

Sincerely,

4.,/ M. Patecson
esident
issouri Rtver Dank Stabilization Association

Copies sent to:
- Senator Hagel
+ Senator Kerrey
¥ SBenator Daschel

¢ Senator Johnson
~Congregsman Bereuter
fCongesenan Thune
+William Schenk Dir. NPS

24. On page 44 is additional information on the matter of private lands inside the
boundary.

Precise boundary information has long existed in the NPS O'Neill office. A
generalized boundary is depicted in the plan. At all public meetings from the
commencement of the planning to the present, larger maps showing the
proposed boundary in greater detail were available for public review and
comment. Following signing of the Record of Decision, official boundary
maps will be forwarded to Congress, notice of availability published in the
Federal Register, and copies thereafter circulated to local public repositories.
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THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY
South Dakotu Chapter

P.0. Box 48
Madison, Scuth Dakota 57042
605 256-2974
Decenber 16. 1998
ﬂgcbi' e
vaul |. Hedren, Superintendent
Kalonal Park Service et 4R
Nrsbrara/Missoury Mational Scenic Riverways U warl
f'8er 1] kebraska 6BR7AJ s -

Ucar Mr. Hedren:

o bohalf of The South Dakota Chapter of the Wildlife Society, ! am writing in
supporl of Lhe Preferred Atlernative deseribed 1n the Draft General Management
plan and Cnvieormental Impact Statement for the Missours Nationa! Recrestional
Piver. The South Dakota Chapter 15 a private, nonprafit organizalien composed
o gvar 200 prefessional biglogisls. managers. research scientists. educators .
ane admmistrators that have dedicaled a large portion of their Prves n an

e*fort ta conserve, pratect and enhance the natural resources of South Dakota

we are deeply concerned about the decline of many native Missour: River
tpogies and Tne Preferred Altermative appears to offer the best opportumity
for “he National Park Service to play a role in correcting these trends. The
“euth Dakcla Chapter realizes that while this segment of the Missoury River is
a very small part of the entire system. 1t does support a disproportionant
aumber Gf species in need of management actions te check the precipiious
derTines that have occurred, The Preferred Alternative appears to move in
that circction and our Chspter supports that effart.  We also acknowledge
othor agencics and 1ndividuals w111 need to play sigmticant roles with the
National Park Service to avert further dectines 1n the resources along this
reach of the Missour1 River,

Sirecrety.
- S .
FE e A F e

Thomas R Tarnow, President
S0 Chapter of the ¥ildlhife Society
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American Rivers

December 17, 1993

Pavi Hedren, Superintendent
Missouri National Recreational River
PO Box 591

O'Neill, Nebraska 68763

Dear Supetiniendent Fladren:

Thark you for the oppertunity 1o comment for the reourd on the Nrafi General Munugement Plun
and Environmemtal Impact Statement for the Missouri National Recrestionad River.

Artetican Rivers, working jointly with the Missouri River Coalition, is leading a five-year
canpaign o restore portions of the Missouri River fu their natural condition —a condition tsat
Lewis and Clark would recognize. Qur vision lor the Missouri includes securing river
wmanagement peiorities that support healthy fish and wildlife populations. provide a fill range of
resTeational apportunitics and improve Lhe quality of life in riverside communities.

The Missouri River Coalition includes forty groups from all seven states in the Missouri River
Hasin representing conservation. feereation and Tribal interests.

Preferred Alternative

American Rivers strongly supports the preferred altemative (Resource Protection/Recreation)
identified in the drafl plan. The Missouri Natiozal Recreational River. as suggested in the
legislative history of the reach, still provides one of the last vestiges of the natural Missoui
River before it was dammed and channelized. The 39-mile segment now mainiains some of the
best remaining habitat for the eridangered interior lcast tern and the threatencd piping plover. and
holds promise us the best place for natural reproduction of the endangered pallid sturgeon
hetween the Yellowstane River in Montana and Ponca Seate Park.

Considering the dramatic alterations wrought on Lhe Missauri in the last fifty years, and the
considerable amount ol habitat destroyed as a result, the recreationa) river must be manaped 1o
protect its unique femwres: sandbars, backwaters, eroding banks, snags and cottonwood forests.
Thesc leatures provide numerous species of concem with proper foraging. nesting and resting
habilal vonditions.

As suggested in the preformed alterutive, such a stretch of river also pruvides tremendous
educational opportunities. People from ncross the natien can experience the historie Missouri

PSRN T A B NW M T e WG o 1 2RES- 5310
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here, leaming about the river's storied past and understanding more clearly the recreational
river's role in the overall health of the Missouri River system. We urge you to take full
auvantage of these apportunities by drawing visilors to the arca and subsequently educating these
visitors on the history of the Missouri River and the benefits provided by the Missouri Mational
Recreationa) River.

Additionalty, we support the preferred altemative because it ensures continued opportunitics to
enjoy high-quality hunting, fisbing, bosting. camping and wildlife observation. Because of its
meandering nature. the Missouri National Recreationa| River is one of the few places lefl on the
Missouri that affords safe ing and sandb ing possibilities. To the extent posshle,
recreation opportunities should be maximized under the preferred altemative to allow people 1o
experignce the natural Missouri and to ensure communities like Vermitiion, South Dakota and
Ponca, Nchraska reap the economic benefits.

Comments from Sierra Club — Living River Group

The Living River Group of the South Dakota Sierra Club is an uctive and important member of
\he Missouri River Coalition. We affirm their comments on the draft plan and urge you 1o
carefully consider their concemns and ideas.

Improving recreational access for non-miotorized craft. developing a Missouri River Canoe Trail
and enhancing recreational opportunities along the recreational river through hiking and biking
trails and scertic overlooks are simple ways to engage people more directly in enjoying the
recteational river without posing unduc harm to its resources. To the extent practicable,
management actions taken under the preferred alternative should encourage impravements in
water quatity.

Bunk Stabilizatien

Ametican Rivers' strengest concerns about the Missouri National Recreational River center
around continued and incrensed stabilization of its banks. 1ike the Missouri’s Garrison Reach in
North Dakota, the recreational river’s unique naiural resources are \hreatened by an sggressive
campaign 1o stabilizz croding banks. While emergency situstions and the potential Joss of
historic properties may warranl stebilization in some cases, improper floodplain development
and land use do not.

American Rivers urges the National Park Service lo supporta moratorum on further bank
stabilization projects uniil the LS. Army Corps of Engineers can complete a proper cumulative
impacts study of bank stabilization on the Missouri River from F1. f'eck Dam to Ponca, Only
with such data can reasoned and accurate decisions be made regarding how 2 bank slabitization
project may impact endangered or threatened species. natural habitat ot the recreational
opporiunitics provided by the Missouri River in this area.

When bank stabilization is warrenied, environmentally scasitive methods should prevail over e
use of riprap and other hard structures. The continued stabilization of the segment’s banks with
riprap ensures a slow progression wward chanmelization like the river below Sioux Cily.

25. See responses 5 and 16.

26, See response 13, Neither the NPS nor COE support progressive channelization
as cha \cterized but acknowledge the legislative authority to address isolated
erosion problem areas. H and when new federally partnered bank stabilization
occurs on the banks of the MNRR, the appropriate and required environmental
compliance laws will be followed and the results used to determine the
validity and consequences of the proposed project. Meanwhile, Endangered
Species Act and NEPA compliance are undertaken on a case-by-case basis as
part of the section 404 permitting process required of any private or public
bank stabilization project.
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Ultimately, such changes on the recreational river will be in violation of the segment’s
designation legisiation. the Endangered Specics Act, the Nativonal Environmental Policy Act and
nther comtrolling statutes. The very unique natural resources that the recreational river was
designated 1o proteet will surely be lost with hardened banks, as wil! the economic and social
benefits of recreation.

Conclusion

In conclusion, Amesican Rivers supports the Park Service's preferred altemnative and requests its
fuil and swift implementation. We urge consideration of the Living River Group's ideas
regarding enhanced recreational access. Further bank stabilization along the recreational river
should not proceed watil the Corps completes a full cumulative impacts study of bunk
stahilization on the upper Missouri River.

If you have any questions regarding our comments, pleasc contact me in Nebraska aL 402-730-
5593,

Sincercly,

Chad B. Seith

Missouri River Regional Representative
Ametican Rivers

Mil! Towne Building

650 J Street, Suite 400

Lincoln, Nebraska 68508

(p) 402-730-5593

() 402-477-2565

csmith{f-amrivers.
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Living River Subgroup (Vermikion, South Dakota)
Eas! River Qroup

Sierra Club

500 South Churchill Avenus

Sioux Falis, SD 57103

N ULIE
December 16, 1998 ) "
Paul £.. Hedren, Superiniendent.
Niobrara/Missouri National Scenic Waterways
PO, Box 591
' Neill, Nebraska 68763
Dear Superinendent Hedren,

Enclosed are comph that describe in detail the dations of the Sierea Club for
modifications of Al ive 2 (Preferred Al jve) of Draft General Mansgement Plan and
Environmental Impact 5 for 1he Mi i National Recreational River ($5-mile segment, Gavins
Paint Dam to Ponca Stare Park), These comments were developed by a local group of Siema Club
members (Living River) and rcp a more compl panation of the cards thal were seot to you by
hundreds of local citizens.

lngmcnl,wenpphndﬂmNmomlParkServimronhcianﬂPhnwhichclexlydcmonwma
i towards protect ofﬂ:ispﬁsﬁmscmemufﬂzmssouﬁkiver.lnpaﬂiculaw.ourviewsm
mos(:lmclydigmdwith:hmcwﬂinedinﬂunliw2 (Preferred Altemative), The comments that are
outlined in the enclosed document mm;gr.s‘nonsfo;modlﬁcmmsot additions © Altemative 2 that we:

feel strengthen that section, In our op

of Existing Conditi

) is wrally

e 1 (C
ununoqmblcmdwulludwmntunldmnnﬁmofmmyqfmﬂmmofwmmﬂmmube
' pobiic &

preserved. In contrast, Alsemative 3 goes oo far in
term negative consciuences for the health of the River.

lopment with many long-

Overall, it is our opinicn that this special section of the Missouri River muost be more carefully
managed for natural bank sabilization and monitored 1O mainisin l\#h water quality. Efforts for natral
cf

dovelopment of the shoreline should be greally expanded and

orts 10 harden or fix the shoreline
regarding

anificially should be discouraged. While we are sympathetic to concems of 1ocal landawners.

erosion, we believe thal the option that is best for the protection of the integrity of the river is a nanral land
carridot which allows the tiver to meander at will. Therefore, the long rnge erosion control strategy
should be acquisition of land from willing scliers, with intcrirn measures that are as few and as natural as

possible,

27

i d

Allcxislingspecicxofplmnsandmmhm\mbcmmmdmmrive,md:mwhlsgu
“gn he devcloped than is ouilined in Allemarive 2. As lined, the propased greenbelt is
insufficicat to offer much protection or fresdom of mavement for wildlife, and & wider greenbelt would

enhance the scenic and recreational charactristics of the River.

[

Noisc poflution can be groatly reduced by encouraging a “‘reduced wake™ policy
powerboaling, waterskiing, ard nse of personal moton water craft (“per-skis™).

and %ibiﬁng |
Tose

27.

28.

As described on page 35 the “green area” concept is limited generally to the
confines of the boundary. For this plan to recognize enough land to encourage
plant and animals to “thrive” goes far beyond the scope of the Wild and
Scenic River Act and provisions for designating boundaries. NPS and COE
belicve that they have identified and drawn boundaries sufficient to protect the
outstandingly remarkable resources inherent in this river designation.

The National Park Service recently promulgated a regulation prohibiting
personal watercraft on national park system waters, except where expressly
permitted. Personal watercraft are not permitted on the MNRR. Noise is a
problem on certain segments of the recreational river, and balancing desires
for solitude with general recreational boating is a recognized management
issue.
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reductions can be achicved by discowaging fture rosd deveiopment along the River and minimizing
develop of scenic overlooks for imomobile traffic.

Although peotection of the natural environment should be of the highest priority, we also feel
stmngjyﬂmmﬁmﬂnppmiﬁushnuidbcfurdﬂdevdopedmhnemhimumimptlm the
natural enviroament. Education of the public is necessary for future prolection of the River, and the best
approach for increasing public awareness is 1o provide ampie opportunitics 1o cxperience the River. Our
recommendations for recreational use go beyond those of Aliersative 2 but kave much icss nepative impart
than in Ahemative 3. Spexifically, more access points for nommolorized craft ane necded, while access for
motorized yrafl appears ample. We recommend that the entire 55-mile streich of the River be designated a
Canoe Trail and that more hiking/cycling trails be developed on both sides of the River,  Further
development of campsiles will suppori these low impact recreational activitics.

We are cxeited about the futire for the Missouri River that is provided by this Natonal Pack
Scrvice Draft and look forward to working with you in its implementation

Living River Subgroup (Vermillion, Soush Dakota}
East River Group

Siema Club

(Signamres are attachod on the following page)
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We the undersigned represent Living River, a local subgroup of the
Bast River Group of the Sierra Club. On behalf of hundreds of local

citizens, we developed and support this cover letter and supporting doc-
uments.

Aoy
;f%zQéf;((Ug //?;'1352/7}%7

Whod

4
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Missouri National Recreational River - 59 Mile Stretch
Comments to the Draft General Management Plan/Environmental

Impact Statement - Preferred Alternative

The follewing comments to the Draft General Manag, Plan and
Er al Impact § for the Mi 1 River are respectfufly submitted
10 the National Park Service on behalf of the Sierra Club - Living River group,
Vermillion, South Dekota. The Living River group is made up of individuals from
the East River Group Sierra Club, who, afier meeting over a period of 15 moaths
to review the drafl menagement plan for the S9-mile stretch, propose the following
additions 1o the preferred afternative. The Group notes efforts of the National

Park Service that are outlined in the management plan to preserve and restore the
59-mile segment of the M t River and is ly supportive of the preferred
sNernalive sctivities directed toward thar end
Day to Day. Ousite Management

An imp s of the NPS M Plan is to protect the River

for scenic and recreational purposes. The Army Corp of Engineers has formally
acknowledged thet recreation is & purpose for which it will manage the flow of the
River, inchuding releases from the five mainsien dams. The NPS Manzgament Plan
and the Corps” Muster Manual Revisions are beiny developed simultancously. Yel
surprisingty, the two ies ar¢ not dinating their planning efforts,

We protest.

Failure of the 1wo agencies 10 plan together toward the common goal is
unacceptable, and flies in the face of 4 clewrly stated purpose of Congress.
Coardination of the planning efforts has the clear potential to make esch agency
effort more secessfial, yet the two treai each other 83 if they were independent
Balkan states rather than closely related agencies of the same popularty elected
govermment

Guing flurther, we can add an swareness that neither the NPS i the Corps
of Engineers is talking to the U.S. Fist and Wildlife Service, despite the fact thay
the larter agency has & clear Jegally mandated role to play in both planning efforts,

29. This presumption is erroneous. The COE is a co-lead with the NPS on this

GMP/EIS and agency representatives have participated in al facets of its
creation. Moreover, the team responsible for writing the Master Water Control
Manual EIS has had review and input into the development of this GMP. The
GMP is consistent with the current operating manual and results from this
document will be considered when preparing the updated Master Water
Control Manual E1S.

Too, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) actively participated on the
planning team and provided a section 7 opinion under the Threatened and
Endangered Species Act for impacts on known threatened and endangered
species occurring within the project area. During the implementation of this
plan, the NPS and COE will continue to consult and work with the USFWS in
the normal course of business,

SUONBZIUDi()
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and also has a wonderful capacity to advise on fish and wildlife enhancement measures !

Recreation and Access

Additional acoess along the river should be limited 10 non-motorized water craft. Motorized craft
have adeguate access, and it is currently difficult for non-motorized cral to use the river. 1 addition,
several hiking/cycling trails are necded along the river. Very few long distance trails exist in this part of the
country, and the Park Service has an obligation to provide this type of experience. Campsites should be
located at frequent intetvals so that & multi-day trip could soeur.

Mi River C Teail

Tltpimygoﬂﬁrd!dcvﬂoprmﬂufﬂnCuaniloﬂheMis&mriRivu:istopmvideunoeist!
an opportunity to flly experience pristine sections of the River to the greatest extent possible while
minimizing the negative emv | impact. For the maximum benefit of canoeists, the Canoe Trail should
be developed and maimained so that participants can achieve a high degree of personal solitude and
expenence the maximum passible interactions with the natural eovironment of these two sectiom of the

Missouri River. The Trail should provide participants with opporiunities for exposure to important natural
historical, and cultural sites along the river in 2 scenic and safc setting,

Preservation of the River in its most pristine form is & primary goal. Tt is imporiant, however, that
the public have reasonsble acoess 10 the River. For present and future generations to protect the river, they
must have adequate opportunities for experiences on and education about the River
To achieve this goal, several actions are recommended

1. The Missouri River Canoe Trail would encompass the entire 59-mile segment of the Missouri

River, and restrictions would apply 10 the entire width of the civer for this section.

2 Scenic Passages should be marked on the river and on an scoompanying map that is available 1o

the public. These Scenic Prssages should pass through areas of the river with the least smount of

visual and noise distractions. For example, if several channels of varying depth are present across
 section of the River, the Scenic Passages should pass through those aress with the maxinum
opportunity fos observation of relatively undisrurbed natural landscapes and wildlife habitats. Some

Scenic Passages shoukd be designed 10 pass through or run adjscent 1o backwater areas, wildlife

sanctuaries, sand bars and islands, notable geological formations, and historical and culural sites of

interest.

3. The problems associated with noise pollution should be given much great considerstion  To

2
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increase the quality of the personal experience for canoeists and for the protection. of wildlife habitats,
noise pollution should be minimized.

4 A reduced-wake™ rule for all motorized craft should be required for the entrre length and width
of the 59-mile segment Speed should be reduced 10 reasonable and proportionate limits in order to
avoid excessive wake and noise pollution. Reducing wake alsa i ihe safety for

Tt should be recognized that in virrually all other sections of the Missouri River in South Dakota,
Nebrasks, and lowa powes boating is relatively unrestricted. The 59-mile segment is the only
Opportuniity (o provide a place for other types of boating — canaes, kayaks, and small craft for fishing
and huoting.

5 Motorized “jet-ski” type craft should be totally prohibited from the 59-mile section of the Missouri
River

6. Access for motorized craft {boat ramps, docks, etc ) should be limited 10 existing locations

Access for moterized craft is curremly adequate and exists in those areas that are most appropriate
for motorized boat traffic. Limiting access for these craft will protect other regions of the fiver from
heavy motorized bont taffic, belping preserve the pristme nature of thi section of the river, and
reducing noise poliution for non-motorized craft and for wildlife in the ares

7. Two additional aceess points should be developed on the South Dakota side exclusively for non-
motrined craft (betwesn Yankton and Myros Grove and scross from Ponca State Park). Beach or
dock entry into areas with minimal current is rece ded. Boat ramps For trailers should not be
avilable at these sites. All acoess poinas should inchide adequaie parking and tragh disposal facilities.
§ Campsites for individuals and groups should be located near most of the access points on both
sides of the River  These could be primitive in nature or developed sites. The number of campstes
is adequate on the: Nebraska side, but two shoukd be added on the South Dakota side between Clay
County Park and a1 & point across from Pones State Park

9 A bie number of desi ¢ primiti ites for ists should be available on the
Canoe Trail on both sides of the river and on islands in the river To increase the wilderness
expesience for canoeists, these sites should pot be easily accessible by roads  The number of sites
should be large enouyh 5o that in most cases all canoe parties can casily find u site for camping. Sites
should be spaced far enough apart from each other to maximize the experience of solitude for each
pasty and reduce the impact of sites on the environment. Development of an adequate number of
sites should discourage camping in other areas and thes reduce the negative jmpact on other non-
designated areas of the river Each primitive site should contain = fixed heavy metal grill and an open

3
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latrine. Cantpers woukd be expected 1o camy out gl noncombustibile trash for disposal after leaving
the River

10. Some campsites and points of interest atong the Canoe Trail should be sssociated with hiking
trails Development of marked hiking trails will encourage use of the designated hiking trails and thus
reduce the polemial negative impact on the environment of large scale off-irail hiking that might
occur otherwise.

b1 A guide to the Canoe Trail should be available for visitors. This guide would clearly describe
the nature of the Trail, and a map would show the exact route, acoess points, areas of public and
private land, campsites, hiking trails, and areas of special inferest. In addition, rules and regulations
for the il sould be included, Allowing pecple this type of acoess is nectssary (o help educate them
43 10 the value of this complicated and rich resource.

Hiki 1 Biking Trails; Secnic Overook
Preservation of the river in its most pristine form is 4 primary goal. M is important, however, that the
public have reasonable access to the river  To protect the civer for present and future generations, people
mast have adequate educational opportunities and accompanying experiences on the river
1 At least three land-based, multiple-use hiking trails should be available for public use on each side
of the river within ble driving di From population centers. Hiking traits should be
designed to promote the many positive features of the Missouri River and its immediate evironment,
inctuding flora and fauna, geology, historicat and culturet features  When posaibie, the trails should
be severs] miles in length and some of the trails should be near camping facilities
2. The hiking trails should aleo be suitable for trail-type bicycles. The trails should be relatively
undevelaped for prescrvatian of the wilderness experience of the participants and te reduce the

impact on the environment.  Horses should not be permitted on these trails because of the harsh
impact that they have on teail maintenance and the impact on the trail due to erosion

3. Because the impact of noise and visual pollution is delcterious to the overall oudoor experience,
roads near the river should be minimized.

4 Scenic overiooks for automobile traffic shoukl be developed on both sides of the river to increase
1he numbers of people who can experience the attributes of the river. However, these overlooks
should cnly be developed adjacent to boat access points and the roads Lo these scenic overlooks
should not run along the river except as needed lo reach the scenic overlpok

§ A mide to the Multi-use Trails should be available. This guide would clearly describe the nature

4
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of the Trails and a map would show the exact Toute, access points, areas of public and private lands,
campsitcs, and areas of special cultural, archeological and historical interess. In addition, rubes and
regulations for the trail would be included

Water Quality

30

The NPS Drafl Plan sppears thoroughly prepared 1o accept the status quo where water quality is
concerned. [fthe River is to be protected and restored, and if the River ix to be  viahle recrearion resource,
close attention must be paid 10 issues of water quality

Along the 59-Mile stretch there are major pollution outfalls. In addition, the rapid concentration in
the animal industries promises the p ial of the develapment of major new outfafis Contarinated runoff
from farm Belds is recognized s & major zontributor 1o waters which flow in the 53-Mile stretch

Water Quality Standards for the Missouri River and trib fude many key inents, such
a5 sediments, and the State of South Dakota is presently the subject of litigation involving claims of the
inadequacy of the Standards It is clear that the NPS assumes a position that water quality is bevond its
jurisdiction.  We challenge this assertion on its face and urge the NPS to develop, as Missouri River
custodian, an active plan for advocating and asserting water quality

What should be the components of the Plan? First, aggressive and comprehensive monitoring,
especially below known outfills and iributaries. Second, regular publication of waser quality information.
Third, appearance before Nebraska and South Dakots water quality agencies when new or revised NPDES
permits are up for consideration, when Water Quality Standards are subject 1o triennial review, and when
plans are under development for addressing nonpoint source pollution.  Finally, the NPS should ask the States
of Nebraska and South Dakota to declare the 59-mile streich an Outstanding Nahwral Resource Water
(ONWR) 25 provided for in The Clean Water Act,

Eroteeting the Remaining Shory

In 1944 foderal legislation suthorized development of the Missouri River In addition to the great
mainsten dams, the bnw also required channekization of the navigation channel from Ponca, Nebraska, south
to the River’s mouth. This meant thar the lower River would have o “has," or fixed shore, solidified with
rock, dikes. levees and so forth

Nowrth of Ponca nearty all of the River’s natural shorefine was submesged beneath the vast reservoirs
that formed behind the dams. As a result, we are lefl with just a smad] reserve of natural river shorefine. And,
indeed. that cemaining shoreline is not altogether natiaral, since it is subject to the dam’s relences, which in

$

30. NPS’s policy on water quality is stated on p. 106: “NPS Management Policies

state the National Park Service will seek to perpetuate surface and
groundwater as integral components of aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems. The
National Park Service will seek to restore, maintain, or enhance water quality
consistent with the Clean Water Act” {(emphasis added). Additionally the
WSRA states that, “The Congress declares that the established national policy
of dam and other construction at appropriate sections of the rivers of the
United States needs to be complemented by a policy that would preserve other
selected rivers or sections thereof in their free-flowing condition to protect the
water quality of such rivers and to fulfill other vital national conservation
purposes.” (emphasis added).

The NPS’s Water Resource Division has collected historical water quality
data. Following the signing of the Record of Decision and the appropriation of
operational funds, water quality monitoring will begin.
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tum are governad by concerns for navigation rather than protection of the resource.

Where is that remaining shoretime? There remain 80 miles of free-flowing Missouri River between
Garrison Dam and Lake Oahe Some Shore remains in the 39-mile segment from the headwaters of Lewis
& Clark Lake up to the Fort Randall dam. Additional shore can be found in the seyment from Gavins Point
Dam, 5% miles downstream to Ponca State Pask, Nebraska. This is a precious small remaining bit of shore.
Regrettably, it 100 is being subjected to destructive development, and is at risk of disappearing.

The development that is destroying the remairiny natural shore is carried out under a variety of titles:
“rip-rapping.” bank stabilizetion, revetments, jetties and so forth  Whatever the activity, the result is the
same

An dented level of develop is th ing the public’s hip values in these last free-
flowing stretches  On the Garrison reach, over 50% of the banks have already been stabilized with
revetments, jetties, and rock rip-rap, much of it carmed out at public expense.

In the Bismarck-Mandan strerch, seven major housing developments have been approved recently,
with at feast 1w more ot the way Tn Southport, Nerth Dakote, for example, 2 project of 80 houses and 70
Lownhouses are under construction. In the South Dakots stretches, haphazard housing developments of

e

every possidle type huy the shore, each one demandiny that it be protected from the naturat River

Stabilization of river banks in order to protect shoreline housing develor does not efimi

erosion, but only shifts the loss 1o other places downsiream. The water still has the same energy to pick up
and transpart sediment, This means new and continued requests for assistance from impacted landowners
downstream. This is being done despite the bad economics Stabilization projects cammol support cost-
benefit anatysis, and public funds expended here &i¢ wasted

Eff ¢ Stabilization Proj

We sre Josing the l2st remnants of river that Jook something like the river visited by Lewis & Clark,
also the route taken by the famous mourkain men and veysgeurs, aad known o millenmia of native peoples.
In this sensc, these wild stretches are an importan part of our socisl, cultural, economic and palitical kistory

We ar: Josing the natural River. Historically, the Missouri has always moved around and eroded its
banks To complein about this feature is to complain about the naturak River itselfl Before the dams, asa
result of annual flooding, most of the land now being farmed or developed could not be used

Bank stabilization has a serious detrimental effect on the fish and wildlife resource. Natural baoks
provide b unique river habitat in which fish rest and spawn. They are key to the free-flowmy River’s function

&
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2s temporary home te vast populations of migratory waterfowl, including geese, ducks and heron They
support important feeding and nesting grounds for the Bald Eagle. Most natural stretches ate prime sports
fisheries, such s the famous walleye fishery in the Garrison Stretch,

Additionally, bank stabilization will restrict the surface ares of the River, increase the velocity of the
current, deepen the River channels, degrade the riverbed, inhibit the formation of sandbars, reduce the
number of braided channels and elinszate backwaters.

Recreation has come (o be an important economic and social fact on the free-flowing steetches, and
bank stabilizstion threatens the viability of this emerging resource. The Garrison reach alone generates over
520 million of water-based recreation anmually, second in North Dakota only to Lake Sakakawen, The 59-

mile stresch below Gavins Poim Dam is 2 major destination for canoeists, boaters, birdwatchers, hunters and
fishers

Ultimately. the effect of bank stabilization cannot be evahuated by looking at individual impacts. The
real impact is cumulstive. We risk channelizing the River one housing project at a time. The final effect
would be a river Jike that below Sioux City — a channel from which people are cut off, and in which nature
cannot function. A river that is no longer a river

Greenbed Biotogical Diversi

That the River is home to & jist of imp. dangered and th d species of wildlife is another
coecerm. L addition (o the tern, plover and pallid sturgeon, two mimnows will be added soon. Most unbinsed
observers recognize that the list of threatened species could be much longer. The natura River, with the
refuge provided by natural shores, is an important part of recovery for some of these specics.

A green-belt i5 as near a natural and truly effective remedy a5 there ¢an be as 8 measure protecting
bath the eroding banks and the threatesed and endaangesed species. To accomplish that rurnose, =
continucus greenbelt, or a5 continuous as possible, woutd be necessary, and it should be of sufficient width
to filly protest both bank siabilization and animat and plant species

Summary

The Living River group is generally supportive of the management goals outlined in the preferred
alternative of the draft management plan. However, we believe that it is imperative that the NPS take the
additiona] steps outlined in (his proposat in order to restore, protect and preserve the urique features of the
59-mile segment for present and future generations.

7
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Near Snperiuzendent Hedren,

1 would Hke to urge you to make the following changes ln Missouri National Recreatlonal River Genvral
Mauzgement Plan:

11 The Corp's "day To day onsite management” cutlined in the plan must end. The Natlonal Park Service needs to
take sole jurisdiction of the 59-mile designation and its Corp facilities.

2

3t A niking and riding wrail Is needed along the river. Very few lmy distauce trails exist i ths part of the comitry.
Campsites chould be located at frequent intervals, allowlng for mutti-day trlps.

Limit additional ccess to nonmotorized water crafi. Motorized craft have adequate access.

&

Because of the naise and pollution associated with them, the Park Service should ban the use of personal waler
craft. They do not belong on this nataral and {ree-flowing stretch of the river.

5

To protect and enhance the River, the river should be designated a Ouistanding Natural Rescurce Water under
the Cleau Waler Acl.

6) Protecting the remaining shore, when tecessary, should be as natural as possible

A _,7@ Y S s

(Note: As noted in the preceding letter from the Living Rivers Subgroup, East
River Group of the Sierra Club, the Sierra Club organized a massive response
to the NPS during the public review of this draft GMP/EIS. The tarecard
response echoed the same general comments as the preceding letter.

In sum, 779 cards were received from 40 different states. Included in the tally
were 214 from South Dakota and 224 from Nebraska. Among the
communities in the proximity of the MNRR, 10 were postmarked from
Yankton, 162 from Vermillion, 42 from Sioux Falls, 24 from Sioux
City, 9 from northeastern Nebraska, 95 from Omaha, and 56 from
Lincoln.)
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COMMENT FORM vReFIvES
J NAL RIVER v
Deaft General Management Plan ang oo
Eavironmentsl Imowct Staterent L33

Please share your thoughts on cur array of alternatives in the draft plan, and any other interest or
issue conceming you about the recreationat iver. Please priat.

Whatever Alternative is chosen, Bank protection should have the
31 higheat priority.[ Alternative L is our Elrst cheice, but we are told

next. Many people and CommMUn.ties rom the construction of Lhe
Dams. The landowners alongy the river are paying a blg price for those
benafits. They are not asking for the river to be channelized. Just rock
to protect the high bank where the river is cutting. Buying the land
and latting it erode doesn't solve the problem - no one can predict how
mucl wiii eroge. It 18 not a natural river as in Lawvis & Clark time -
it i3 a controlled river. Before the Dams yau may lose land one year and
et some back in a_few years. That will not happen now — the river gats
vidaer and wider.[The recommendation to use "natural streambank protectlon
where possible was made by someone who has not seen the Missouri river in
32 action! Afew years after rock is in place willows, etc. will be growing
on it. That is much better habitat for wildiife than a steep erodin
The Dams have caused chis problem - the protect the
hign banks. Planty of other things get funded without ragard to cost.

Tum your comments in 1o 4 Nationa! Park
Service representative or mail 1o:

Superi dent, Niobrara/Mi i National
Scenic Riverways, P.O. Box
591, O'Naill, Nebraska 68763

. ¥ 0

31. See response 21,

32. See response 13. In fact, the NPS routinely participates with others in the
COE’s annual bank stabilization inspection trips and is quite familiar with the
different demonstration projects in place along the recreational river.
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December 1, 1998

Mr. Paul Hedron, Superintendent
NichrarwMisssouri Nitiona! Scenic Riverways
£.0. Box 59t

ONeill, NE 64763

Dear Mr Hedron:
May 1 urge upon you the following serious concern that has bothered me for years?

This cancern is the pismanagement of the Missouri River by the United States Corps of
Engineers.

I have been Familiar with the Miasouri by boating, fishing, water siiing, and picnicking
onill‘ormmyye:n.Wwwmmmﬂmﬁmmmwmismy
and scenic anrbutes for & set of goals that are illogica], financially disastrous, and
completely pportable from an envi | dpoint. 1 base this conclusion on
the dissstrous effects of the bank stabilization process from Sioux City o Saint Louis.
Nmﬁimewldluv:d:ﬂmyedﬂunatunlrivn‘nm:hnwhnl:het‘u‘pﬂdid.

{ realize that figods are serious, but if farmers would sell their land to the T1.5. govern.
ment, they would make a heck of a lot tore maney than to aftenpt to farm the Jands
bordering the river Furthetmore, we coudd enjoy the river without the ruooif of poftu-
1ants from their feids or cattle and hog confinements.

¢ firmly belicve that the National Park Service should take over the managemen: of the
fifty-nine mile sretch of the river and keep the Corps out of it completely.

Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours,

T ey ok e ".‘44-:,‘
Edward M_ Sibley /

An old river rat. d
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33. See response 8, third paragraph.

NOLLYNITEO0) ANV NOILVITNSNOD)



L8I

34

35

36

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Cecember 14, 1498

Yy

Sirs !
PR ]
Enciosed are a few comments on the proposed “three afternatives” bemng :
considered by the National Park Service for the 59 mile stretch of fiver between
Yarkton, 5D and Ponca, NE. As an avid canos:st boater, and landowner alang the
river for the last 25 years. | fee! somewhat qualified 10 make a few observations on tha
proposat

All the proposals seer to be preoccupied with “recreation” apparently the Park
Service feels more people reed more and easier access to lhe river. Aigng this
paricular stretch of river (Ryan's Band area) this goal has been more than met already
On any weekend during the summer this stretch of niver 3 crowded with both farge and
small boats. mcluding jet-skis and cabin cruisers; near collisions are common; probatly
aua tc the narow channels, sand bars, etc. The scene has become mare reminiscam
of Lake Okoboji than any so called “wild and scene river”

1 personally have witnessed inebriated boaters on more than one occasion walking
through marked plover and tern nesting sites, while casuatly throwing beer cans among
ihese sies. Duning ihe fad, the competition between the hunters for the duck-hunting
PO 15 almost comical: arguments and near fights are fairly common. In shoet, on this
partcular stretch of river any individual duck atiempung to fand would be committing
swiciae: actually they seldom aven try it

The proposed bike irail and overlooks seem kike nice ideas on the surface: but

would the Park Service or Corp. be making arra nts for picking up the trash
generated by s exira vaffic? [Already there has been a dramatic increase in the

amountt of irash along the back roads going through the corridor. Enclosed are some
photos taken from the overiook at lonia Cemetery; people are directed to this historic
landmark by a sign on Highway 12 in Newcastle.  Apparently they have # confused
with the local gump. This site would look even worse if it hao not recently Deen
cleaned up by the iocals. Currently my family picks trasn up regularly a'ong the stretch
of road in this same area. and the job gets bigger monthly

in s, | dont see how attracting peopie o 'recreate” in this area with the
attendant poliution, nose and crime can have anything but a datrimental wrpact on the
nver's ecosystem. Already Ine experience of 2 "quanty natural, wild, and scenic
selting” proposed in the "preferred alternative” has been serously compromisag. Onee
again. the goal w allow more access to the river has already been met

| alsc feel a couple of comments or stabitization and erosion are in order. With
mihions of acres of cropland being paved over and ceveloped yearlyinthe U S and
lost foraver, | would think the Federa! Gavernment might take the logs of tena of
thousands of acres of valuable farm-ground along the river a little more seriously | can
assure you that our local government does; the potential for lost taxes and lower
property values poses & senous threat to rural areas. locs! scnocl systems, eic. The
future lost revenues due 10 land baing allowed to naturally slough into the river would
‘ar exceed the present "market value® of thes land. To just pay market valua, whaisver

34.

35.

36.

As explained on page 54, under the “Visitor Development and Access”
section, facility development would not be extensive and such development
would avoid significant resource areas. This GMP embraces the rationale that
the two proposed river access developments, strategically located, would
alleviate some of the crowding in places like Ryan’s Bend.

Any such developments become an agency’s burden to manage, whether
individually or cooperatively. COE’s policy is to cooperate by building, then
turning operation and maintenance over to a cooperating group or agency.

See response 34. The NPS has not yet conducted visitor use studies to validate
or reject assertions that quality experiences on the MNRR are already
seriously compromised, but accepts the burden of managing people when
visiting the unit. While many areas of the river are developed, there are still
places where a quality natural setting can be experienced.
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tnat s for farmground Jost forever is an extremely Simphstic approach 1o solving the
problems; especially for an agency willing to spend millions of dollars to float heavy
equipment up anc cown the river building up islands and sandbars for terns and
plovers. Possibly in the foreseeable future farmland might a/so be a type of
endangered species. Under the right conditions an acre of farmground might be more
valuable than an acre of shopping-mat,

Perhaps the gavernment could look ino some cost share possibilitios with the

Jandowness ateng the nver. [Perhaps this coupled with low or no wnterest loans for bank

stabilization might lessen the financral burden 1o both the landowner and the
government. Surely there might be creative ways (he government and landowners
could work together to save this farmground that would Se both esthetically and
financially acceptabie to both parties.

My greatest bank losses; with e exception of the recent "100 year runoff'. are the
rasuit of the conatant raising and lowering of the rver by the Comps. These fuctuations
with the attendam wave action are the biggest culprits. | would much prefer a rather
sustained flow even if 1's somewhat higher than these constant fluctuations.

| betieve arother major cause of erasion are the wakes caused by boats; especially
large boats. | have actually observed bogters purposely causing barks 1o cave in by
repeatedly drving their boats right mext to the bank  Many lakes and rivers glready
have norsepower restrictions. How big does a boat motor an this type of nver really
need 1o be? In most situations, 25 or 50 h.p. is pienty to get up and down the river
High horsepower boals are really out of place on a river of this type; both from a safety
and an envirgnmental stanapcint. On a quiet evénmg one can hear the whinhe of jatskis
over g mile away. no wonde{ tems and plovers have trouble breeding with this racket
gong on I urge ine Park Sarvice to mplement some type of horsspower resirictions
on this stretch of the nver.

As a landowner and river enthusiast. | am very concerned with the rapid changes
taking place on the river; the patential for abuse has never been greater. | hopa the
Corps. ang Park Service will work closely with landowners, local government, and river
organizations to presarve the natural and unique beauty of this stratch of nver and at
Ihe sgme time reduce erosion and the loss of valuable agneutiural lands, which can
naver be restored. After ail no one realized the value of a least tem of piping plover
until they were aimast extinct

Sincerely,

Steve Husen

37. See responses 15.
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vo pox Bawnx or Dixon Coufity
P it s T PONGA, NEBAASIA 77O L]

F. A Kisgsbury .
Chammn Cctober 26, 1948
Joh F. Kingabury Faul L. Hedi e, Superintende:
Presderd snc CEQ " ourl National Suiiic Riverways
Richard D. Bohwa National Park Sarvics
Bt Vi Presudent
S P.0. Bax Emm
L iter O'Neilt, N| L]
51 WG Presde
wpemancs
Dana Ciwen Dear Mr. Hedren:
Vice Pragoem
Comosarca 1 hod hozed that | oot mite 12 o of the Pubir mestiogs regerting e Mesagud
Loriene Siark River but my schedule doas net alinw that. Thus, | want to taks this means of
Cartraier Opawnots Lammenting on the Mistouri Nationa' Recraation Rivar portion of the Missourl

batween Ponca State Park and Giavis Point Dam.

Linarly, only Option 3 presentiu in the Desfy Manasgement Plan addreases
Congressional irsnt. Congiits dusigiried this a portian of the
River. Any option that subrtiy1Eally lini s Recrastinnal Develupment in favor of
other internsis falis outside &1 ecat sulurization, Hany patple in oul area
stongly favor recres ton d = IPPIoprite 1o the pubiic snjowing
ths natoras portion of river threrigh incrrased putbiic lands and sccess, The
developarsnt of habitat Ly, (atunl 1S nalive ancag asd ncraasac bank

i can be

This shoutd not be an issce of (hic it rests 16 develop or (rotyct, Congress
1mal's that determination yoi it ago. The mansgement pien $anply mum 8o toe
£ job possible of considesiag sinfi irnsa b

H "4 Also Faportant {¢ mention init 1.4 rot apme whatsosver with P idea that
authorized finds sunshow rtuine ool sost sha g- The M i ek
Recroatien River iy o desig.etid projuct of t fedurel government. it i not 2
Project of uogram of assivtInza 1o sinte or (oeat govemment, This nust ba
Tecofuured In the Fial Pa 1.

Lasliy, Legislation gave i ity to the Nationa) Park Servics.
Any sgreament or Final Plan with the Coips of Engineers should cai for funding
to be obtained by the Deparbient of Interior.

Also, as Fresident of it Butsy Py scn Faundabion | am “arking wits fonca Stata
Park snd the Nehiaska Garie £ Parks Someisslon on VaNous plansy to furtier
tevetor tre Park. | etieva L iave w lad SUPL Jeft Fitte and | ok Forvwani to
rYeatii a0 f LHNIng wN 1oL EOGn

 bncen '_1// 7
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!_sofin Kungsbury’ i
President

“EHonping te meet the chalienues of the fetwre.”

V Daapag
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rD BoX 579
117 EAST THIRD
PHONE 482 755-2224

Banx or Dixon Counry

FAX 402-P65-2226 PONCA. NEBRASKA S8T70
F. A Kingetiury RECEIVED
1‘:"'":" October 26, 1998

. Rimgyaly - e -
o i yalliam Schenk, Director OV o 1998

Midwest Reglonal Office Hugnana onasvRil

Qlchaed 0. Dohrna National Park Service ]
Operammns 1709 Jackson Street
- Omaha, NE  §8102:2813
5 Vige Painkiodot
varimerss
Dana CHasn Denr Diretior Schenk:
Wit P resecham
Conphmze 1 hag hoped that | con'd attand ore of the publc meetings: regarding the Miszour
Carlans Stark River but my schedule does not allow that. Thus, | want to take this means of

BRANGH LOCAION
20 Bred

I Man Stear
Auwcksdu WL R4S

on the M i ion River portion of the Missour
between Ponca State Park and Gavis Point Dam.

Ciearty, only Option 3 presented in the Drakt Management Plan addrasses
Congresstonat intent. g iy this a jonal portion of the
River. Any aplion that substantially limits Recreational ent in favor of
gther Interests fatfs outside federal authorization. |Many people in our sisa
strongly favor su nec w development appropriate ta the public sojoying
tris naturaf portion of river through fncreased pubdic lands and access. The
development of hatittat tands, naturel and native Areas and increased bank
stabilization ¢an be incorporated.

“this should not be an issue of vzhich inture sts to develop of giotuel, Congrass
made that determination yedrs syo. Thu management plan sicpy must do the
best joh possible of idering sip issuss bayond recnration.

18 also ANt to ma 1t not agres tSogver wil i
authorized funds somehow requice local cost sharing. The Missouri National

tion Riveris a d project of the federal govemment. it s not &
project or progracn of assistance to state or local government, This must be
mecognized in the Final Plan.

Lagi gave i ive responsiliity to the National Park Service. Any
agreement or Finat Pian with the Corps of Engineers should call for funding to be
obtained by the Cepartment of Intericr.

Finatly, as president of the Batter Fonca Foundation | am working with Ponca
State Park and the Nebraska Game & Parks Commiasion on soma significant new
developrmerd ideas for the Park. Wher. botter defined we lool, Jorward 10 sharing
the Park's polel

“Chanying to maet the chalicnges of the future.”

38.

39.

See response 1. The GMP does not limit or discourage recreation but balances
it with preservation intents. The WSRA defines this management and
protection standard: . . . selected rivers of the Nation which, with their
immediate environments, . . . shall be preserved in free-flowing condition, and
... they and their immediate environmenis shall be protecied for the benefit
and enjoyment of present and future generations” [§ 1 (b) WSRA, PL 90-542,
as amended] Federal authority is derived from the WSRA, the 1978
designating act, and laws and regulations governing units of the national park
system.

See response 2. Local cost sharing is not applicable in all management
matters, however.
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Novermnber 25, 1958
Mr. Paul Hedren
Superintendent
Nichrara/Missouri National Scenic Riverways
P.O. Box 591

O'Neill, NE 8B763
Dear Mr. Hedren:

| am writing to urge you to esiablish your jurisdiction over the Missouri River.
Specifically. | think that you should protect the natural state of the River by:

1. Allowing flooding in certain areas. This will both improve habitat for fish and
wildlife, while protecting cities from flooding. Even places like Boyer Chute, while
useful, create very little, if any, still water.

2 Ban the use of jet skis and lika parsonai watercraft,

3 Where barge iraffic is required, take further steps to stabilize the bank in a
mofe natural way.

4. Prevent further human encroachment, such as boat ramps and residential
buikting, in scenic areas along the river.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Burt W. Lunn
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LCOMMENT FORM

{ dausctls .
MI5! TIONA. A

f‘- gd’m,fﬂ- D Man t Fian e r .-

Envicamenal Impact Sutement -7
a . T}W Atk e FULE)
w7t Please share your thoughts on our array of aiternatives i the draft pian, and any other interest or
q ) it issu¢ concemning you about the recreational river. Please priat.
1
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Vermithion, ahoid br guanvodl. famlecsr Pane vm vt 7Pas oaverepe
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Dy eMehErin adfrnatil 1o tinplempnfed . Lot ritni grosTh bt ess P,

b A aﬂ?&iq{'n) ﬁtu.
Nnm:’ﬁ/\nhu . M Turn your comments in to & Nationa) Park
Service representative or mait to:
Address:

.- B n Wik G

i National

Sup B
Scenic Riverways, P.O. Box
591, ONeill, Nebraska 58763
RM I TA h'{ ¥

40. Bank stabilization is repeatedly mentioned in the alternatives and clarified in
these responses. But the urgency and legitimacy of stabilizing the banks of
developed lots, questioned here, is perhaps the greatest challenge confronting
river managers. For federally driven stabilization to occur on the MNRR,
Congress mandated that a “federal interest” be established before using
appropriated funding. At the public meetings in November and December
1998 “federal interest” was consistently defined as an easement acquisition of,
say, development rights on farmland, or guaranteed perpetual mature tree
stands along the riverbanks. It is much more chailenging to enviston a federal
inferest in a developed lot, however, especially one that invariably long ago
lost its inherent natural integrity with the thinning or removal of trees, and the
coming of recreation homes, cabins, trailers, roads, docks, and boats.
Moreover, invariably developer/purchasers consummated their transactions
well after post-dam river conditions were understood, and with free choice
comes the jeopardy of life on the river.
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Please shate your ts on cur actay of alternatives i the drft pian, and any other tnterest or
Isaue conceming you t the recreationsd river. Mense prist.

We, the underaignied, would like to see additional bank stahllization done no matter which
elternative 1a decided on, We would also like to see new projects staried. After the
mmmdwzlmlsmde.wummldmkmmmmgdmoral]ul‘lhe:
821,000,000 that wea originally ailotted for bank stabilization released. Take that money
lmmnputﬂngmcmigndpmjuﬂmmhmgmm&nmbadtummthepaﬂ
two decades, back into good condition. Permits are already in place to do work, and the
Mﬂwaﬁectmﬂ:epuﬂlcwmldbedmmm.thymmthem.
Whatever portion of the §21,000,000 that was used could be deducted from your allocated
budget when it was determined, or left alome. It alsc males facal scrse to do these repairs
becmumnchruckusunpnrtdmeaepmjemntu. You would alsc be your
nrlgnullnvmhnentthathaabccnleigofur:ﬂymm. Repaira and new project aites should
be done using a barge. Track hoes and loaders destroy what you are trying to protect.
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COMMENT FORM

MISSOURI NATIONAL RECREATIONAL RIVER
Praft Gepeyal Manggement Flan aag
Enviregmental Impect Biatement

Please share your thoughts on tur array of alternatives in the draft plan, #nd any other ntcrest of
Isaur concering you about the recreational river. Flosse parint,

We, the underaigned, would like to see addittonal bank stabilization done no matter which
alternative la decided on. We would alsc like to see new projects started. After the
altemative decision {s made, you should work rglentljesaly to get some or all of the
$21.000,000 that waa originally allotted for bank stabilization reltased. Take that money
and start putting the original preject arcas that have e from bad to worse over the past
two decades, back into good condition. Permits are already In place to do work, and the
positive affect on the public would be almoat imymediate, not two years down the road.
Whatever portion of the $21,000,000 that waa uaed could be deducted from your allocated
budget when It was determined, or left alone. It also makea Aacal senst 1o 4o these repairs
because much rock s atill part of these projects sites. You would also be protecting your

investment that has been ket go for 20 years. Repairs and new project sites should
be done using & barge. Track hoes and loaders destroy what you are trylng to protect.
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41,

The conditions permitting the condemnation of privately held land have been
severely restricted. Public Law 95-625 establishing the recreational river
declares, in part, “ . . . no land or interests in land may be acquired without the
consent of the owner: Provided, That not to exceed 5 per centum of the
acreage within the designated river boundaries may be acquired in less than
fee title without the consent of the owner, in such instance of the Secretary’s
determination that activities are occurring, or threatening to occur thereon
which constitute serious damage or threat to the integrity of the river corridor,
in accordance with the values for which this river was designated.”
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42,

43.

44,

See response 21.

What is written on page 158, appendix A, is an explanation of section 6(a) of
the WSRA. It is a limit placed by Congress in the law restricting land
acquisition by the managing agency.

Appendix F only shows theoretical examples of appropriate and inappropriate
screening of river front development.
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Decamber 5, 1998

Paul Hedren, Supenntendent
Nicbrara/Missouri National Scenic Riverways
PO Box 591

O'Neill. Nebraska 68763

RE- Missouri National Recrealional River Draft General Management Plan and
Environmertal impac! Statement

Dear Sir.

We. the Dxon County Planning Commitiee, feel the Missouri Recreational River could
be even more important to Dixon Courty with these improvements: (1) bani protaction;
{2} protection of sensitive aress: (3) pressrvation of natural featuras; (4) gevelopment of
additional recreationss resources; and (5} development of high value residential ereas

We have been working with SIMPCO on a general comprehensive plan, including the
"Rec” River. We have concluded our review of the Draft Generat Managemant Plan
and Environmenal Impact Statementt and recommend that the plan inchide;

T Updated nigh priority bank protection areas, with cost estimates:

2. Recreational facilties, with cost estimates,

3. The need to implement the purpase of the MNRR and not be constrained by cufrent
federal policies.

Timetablas for completion of improvements; and

4
5 The necessary funding aktarnatives of recommaended areas.

The Missour Nationai Recreational River is axtremely important to Dixon Courty,
Nebraska, not only as our northern boundary, but also for our économic growth
Therefore, we recommend "Altemative 3" with the above listed additions.

Sincerely,

Betty Curry, for
The Dixan County Planning Committee

Copies sent to:

Senator Bob Kerray

Senator Chuck Hagel

Congressman Doug Berouter

Wilam Shenk, NP5 Regionad Director

45. See response 16.

Federal policy derives from legislation or congressional intent and agency
functionaries are beholden to those policies until modified or superceded by
Congress.
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Donakt E. Andersen, Mayor
City of Panca

Dale Anderson, Supervisor
Dixon G

_j_zl&r

John Book, Clark
Village of Marlinsburg

onlZ
Dasrefl Curry, %
Dixon County

Tom Mosar, Manager
Lewis & Clark NRD

Jorry Schroedar, Supenvisor
gn OOIJE )
Bob Wagner, Board Chair
Village of Maskei

Larry Boswsll
Village of Alten

%ﬁoﬁﬁw“ j Gretchen Districh
Dixon County

e (i

Dixon County

Mr& SLpemsor

Dixon County

Darothy Mattes, Supervisor
Dixon County

O-‘f'-a- et

Village of Concord

Dale Jackson
Dixon County

Lowell Johnson
City of Wakefield

Else t.und
Village of Newcastle

Leonard Marron, Board Chair
Village of Newcastie
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Tom Moser,
Lwis & Clavk NIRD

Gretchen Disirich
Viiags of Cancord

Daie Jackson
Dxort Gounty

Lowii Johsmon
ity of Wakefield

Elsie Lund
Vilage of Mewosstle

Leonard Marron, Bosrd Cheir
Vilinge of Newosells
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Donald E. Andarsen, Mayor
City of Ponca

Dale Anderson, Supervisor

EZ ek

Village of Martingburg

Dairell Cuy, Supecvisor
Dixon County

Russell Floury, Supervisor
Dixon Courty

10

Jamas Hoasing, Supearvisor
Dixen County

David Kn)gomark, Supervisor
Dixon County

Dorothy Mattes, Supervisor
Dixon County

Diane Mohr, Clark
Dixon County

Tom Moser, Manager
Lewis & Clark NRD

Jerry Schroedar, Supervisor
Dixon County

Bob Wegner, Board Chair
Viillage of Maskall

Larry Boswell
Viliage of Allen

Gretchen Dietrich
Village of Concord

Dale Jackson
Dixon County

Lowell Johnson
City of Wakefisld

Elsie Lund
Village of Newcastle

Leonard Masron, Bosrd Cheir
Village of Newcastle
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Donakd E. Ardersen, Mayor
City of Ponca

Dale Anderson, Supervisor
Dixon County

John Book, Clerk
Vilage of Martinsburg

Darrell Cumry, Supervisor
Dixon County

Russell Flaury, Supervisor
Dixan County

James Hoesirg, Supervisor
Dixon County

David Krusemark, Supervisor
Dixon County

Dorothy Mattes, Suparvisar
Dixon County

Diana Mohr, Clark
Dixon County

Torm Moser, Manager
Lewis & Clark NRD

Jerry Schroader, Supervisor
Dixon County

Bob Wegner, Board Chair
Village of Maskell

Larry Boswell
Village of Allen

Gretchen Diatrich
Village of Concord

Dale Jackson
Dixon County

Lowell Johnson
City of Wakefisld

é) ﬁ -
Elsie Lund
Village of Newcastie

Leonard Mamon, Board Ghair
Village of Newcastle
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Dacember 16, 1998 ~<ECEIVEY
EL L g
HOBRARA v esell

Paul Redren,$uperintendent b
Niobrara/Missouri WNational Scenic Riverways

P. C. Box 590

O'Neill, Nebraska 68763

Dear Sir,

In 1971, slx farm couples who lived along the Missouri River,
4nd shared the same concerns about land loss, started the

Missouri River Bank Stabilization Association. Since South Dakata

landowners were experlencing the same problems, they too were
invited to join the Nebraska group. The Earl Rowland's and Betty

and I, are charter meambers,

Tn 1978, Earl Rowland and I participated in the writing of Public

Law 95-625, in Washington, D. C. This legislation designated
this 59 mile stretch a National Recreational River. The intent
of PL95-625, was to preserve the river in a some what natural
state, provide high bank protection, whers needed, scenic
easements and additional access sites. Alternative 3 is closer
to the original intention of Ethe law.

Earl and I were appointed by then Secretary of the Interior,
James Watt, to the Advisory group that wrote the original plan,
Unfortunately, T was not to be included in the up-dating of
the new plan, but after reconsideration, I was asked to join

the planning tcam.

I have reviewed the plan and recommend that the plan include:

i. Tdentified severe erosion sites, with cost estimates;

2. High bank protection, as a priority;

¥. A nmeaorandum of agreement between the Corps of Engineers
and the National Park Service;

4. Putting the Advisory group back into this rlan, per PL95-

46. Please see responses 1, 3, 8, and 16. Access development is discussed on page
34 of the draft plan,
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P.2

625, and consist of local people;

5, Stressing that this is a National rRecreational River, Rot
a "Scenic" or a "wild and Scealc" river;
Scenic easements, with cost estimates; and

7. @ccess sites, with cost estimates.

1 also recommend that the local landowners have more voice in
the Forming of this plan than special interest groups, whoe only
thave a passing interest.

Alternative 2 includes the restoring of the “epring floods",
which would greatly increase bank erosion and degradation,

therefore, T recommend Alternative 3.

Sinc Ly, .
: 4

A A
rrel G, Curry
viece President, Missouri River Bank stabiiization Assoclation

Copies sent to:

Senaktor Hagel

Senator Rerrey

Senator Daschel

Senator Johnson
Congressman Bereuter
Congressman Thune
Congresaman Barrett
Congresaman Terry
william Schenk Dlr, NPS
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radti ke
et

December 16, 1958 e et

VS

Dear S

in regard 10 your Scanic Riverways on the Misacuri River from Yankton 4o the lowa border; it the

Parks Service doesn't have a ‘take line’, boundary, on the River bank 30 you have jurisdiction, the
whole process shoukd be forgotter:. If & person in a canoe can't gat out on the river bani withoot

being called a reapasass, the whole idea is fiswed.

Any rip-rapping on the river bank only causes i b change direction and erode in some other apot.
Most farmons have caussd their own misicriuna slong the river by destroying the tress and giving
e river & chence to cut tha bank.

The best thing you can do for the river is nothing st all. The: Corp of Enginesrs hes sinady rip-
rappad places 1 protect private peoperty which will just chuse more problama than leeving things

10 run their ratural courss. Keeping the Corp of Engineers from changing things siong the benk is
the only wary 1o keep the river scenic.

Sincerply,
o
Jammg Holy

47. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act was written to allow the inclusion of
nationally significant rivers having adjacent landscapes that are largely private
held. In the case of the MNRR the current landowner retains contro! of his or
her land inside the boundary, unless willingly sold to the Federal government.
The land inside the boundary is a geographical delineation of resources
important to the river designation.

State law does prohibit people from exiting rivers, except to portage around
obvious obstacles. Access development is a recognized management issue.
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EOEE,
Mr. Pau! Hedren o i
Natival Park Service I Koy - eariy Dec 15, 1998
P O on 591 T e

O'Neill. Ne 68763
Bear S,

This letier is in reference to the 11-24-98 moeting held at the Yankton Library
W attended (he meeting & were gratitied 1o have the National Park Service become
active in establishing relationship with the property owners along the Missouri River.
We wish to express our interest in the bank stabilization effon

Qur farm is at mile # 805 across from Yankton The land is row in the fourth
guncration of our faniily  Through the vears we have been aware of the value of trees
alony the river for stabilization & wildlife. While clearing beush for larming we left
approx 30 rods of land alony the iver (much which now is gone) for our own interest in
stabilization & wildlife The erosion was bad then but is much worse now since the high
discharges in the last couple vears Wi arc vory interested in keeping (he 1rees which are
teft & will be willing to plant more if necessary

We would like ta meet with you and do anything possible (o establish imerest in
bank stabilization of the high hank along our land You spoke of heing ncighbors and ihal
is what w want oo We wilf work with you and ready to do our part as a goeod neighber

We did receive a permit from the Corp in 1995 10 begin our own ssbilization.
We have made amanyements to haul conerae as il is available 4 wher we have time &
can zfford to do so.

We support *Allemative 2' as we understand it . with high priority on bank
stabilization Ve also support nawral proection of wildlife One of the reasons we left
trees is our love of' the bald cagle & deer. We wish 10 keep them in vur area ' We should
Wl work together & compromisc vur interests insiead of° trying to defeat the others
inlerest

We are the Nelsons

Manion & Fleanor Nelson
J Douy & Lynne Nelson
Green Istand Farms, Inc

copies senit ty

Semators Bob Kerrey & Chuick Hagel
Congressman Daoug Bereuter
William Schenk, Direclor NPS
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December 17, 1998
RECEIVED

GED G ulF

Superintendent, Miobrara/Missouri National S ewan, AreatiR
Scenic Riverways, P.O. Box 591 TR

O*Neill, Nebraska 68763

Official comments from the Lewis & Clark NRD have been mailed to N.P.S. previously.
1 wish 1o cxpress some personal viewpoints of my own.

I have been 10 three of the public meetings held to explain the plan and guaged

public opitiions [Twas puzzled af cach scssion why no public recard was taken; neither

fo7 opinians cxpresscd, nor explanations givet. I assumeo that was deliberate to furmel

official comments on 1o these or other writter: forms. [That has a worry some alieel in

Ihat mone of the assurances given by National Parks Service are part of the record.... All of
this heightens a sense of mistrust among local interests toward NPS. There is a very real
fear that neilher the NPS or the US Corps of Engineers will implement a Rec. River Plan
without procrastination. without jurisdictional disputes, nor without respect for practical.
realistic. local ioput. As time foes by we’ll learn how scrious the Federal agencics e on
this.

s/ Tom Moser

48. The public meetings were chiefly held as information sessions allowing the
NPS and COF to inform the public about what was happening, respond to
questions, and clear any confusion. The best formal records are these written
comments and letters. Certain topics like bank stabilization dominated the
questioning at the public meetings and will be summarized in the Record of
Decision, affirming responses provided herein.
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December 16, 1998

Paul Hedren, Superintendent RECEIVED
Niobrara/MissouriNational Scenic Riverways

P.0.Box 591 Jtl 4 1958
Gneill, Nebraska 68753 WOBRARA/ MISSOURI

e
Dear Sir.,

As a concerned citizen and landowner 1 appreciate the opportunity
and vowld lik® toc make a few coppents on the Draft General
Management Flan and Environmental Impact Statemént for the

Mi uri National Recreational River.

1 have attended three of the public meetings by the National Park
Service and one by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. ) an

looks good am esireable on the surface but I see where landowners
have some understandable fears. As a landowner [ think bank
stabilization should be a high or number one priocity in this

plan. This will get landowners to embrace this plan guicker
than anything ekise. [T would als¢é think 1t would have to be a

Tiigh priority of the National Park Service because of the practices
talked about and alluded to in the draft plan such as landscaping
with native plants and vegetation, preservation of histerical,
architectural.and archeclogical resources. This would also include
any developement of visitar access and public access used for
recreation as in boating. hiking trails, and bicycle trails eto.
ailuded to in the general draft plan.

In the general draft plan (#253) there are no coencrete plans

to implement bank stabilization to preserve the other practices
implemented by the Corps of Engineers and the National Park
Service, let alone preserving valuable farm land much of which
has already been lost and more being eroded at present and
future losses to be sure.

1 think peoples snd or landowners fears are they are cancerned and
faar the unknowsn as to what projects and practices will be
impiemented by or frym this plan. Will it be used as a VYehicle to
implement and carry out prejects and practices against the
landownera will. NRD projects are a good comparison where a
tandowner is displaced or permanently inconventenced.

Sincerely.
Qb Tkt

Arthur Rickett

49. See response 16 above.

50. The WSRA does not give managing agencies authority to effect programs on
private land without the consent of landowners.
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RECEIVED

w: -, 498 December 13,1998
534 -"A“i\;:'“wﬂnningwm NE.
Re: Misaouri River Management Plan
Mr. Paul Hedren:
1 am writing Lo express my grave concerns regarding the preferred and recreatienal

emphasis management plans. | have attended two of the

and participated in the
discussion of these plana. Bach of the meetings were informative and educational, but T did
notice that quite few concerns were raised that need 1o be addresped befors the final version is
approved. Many of the individuale who toak the time to attend these meetings deserve to have
their cuggestivns given serious conaideration, if not lmplementation, and give suppost 10 your
claim of wanting to be a good neighbor.

The biggest comcetn is about the Jack of local input before the decieions are made
regurding the local people and their land. 1 read through the plan on pages 33 - 44 {Actions
Common to Both}, 47 - 44 (Preferred Alternative), and 66 - 50 { Recreation Alternative).
"nfortinately there is very little mention of working andfor compromising with the lpeal
residents. 1 could not find any mention of input from local landownere and citizens before and
during the decision making process. Quite a few pecple believe they should be allowed to help in
a decision affecting the their own land and lives.

The easements that will be used to acquire an interesi in the property are presenting
problems to many because of the lack of information. The only thing most of us have been told is
that money for bank stabilization will only be provided if the easements are granted, however
there is np guarantee that money will sver be appropnated for this conatruction, The property

owners deserve to have some should the

be granted and satisfaction is not
provided to the property owner. The vagueness about the easement contract is a cause for some

CONCErI.

[ hope this next fear is extremely remote, but it is a poesibility and therefore | am going to

mention it. [The condemnation clause stands at 5% right now, but ia there going to be some sort
of guarantes thal some future decision-making body carinot change this? The only reason I want
to bring this ta attention is that every administration has it's own ugenda and the property
owners need to have some measure of control over their fears and property.

With the overwhelming concern of bank stabilization, and the call to do something about
1t gomie people have wondered how the NPS ean expect to keep this area Najural, Wild, &
Sceric? This question was asked at the meetings and [ did not hear an anewer. The

52.

53.

54.

A summary of planning activity, including landowner involvement, appears on
pages 139-140. Regarding future public involvement, see response 7.

Draft easement documents are available from the NPS O°Neill office. In
application, terms and conditions may vary from case to case, individual to
individual. As discussed at the public meetings in Novernber and December,
easement acquisition, whether of a development right or vegetative cover
guarantee, is a critical step establishing a “federal interest” in a bank
stabilization undertaking. Donated easements could well have a termination
clause if, say, stabilization work is not undertaken in a timely manner. It is
difficult to envision a termination clause in a purchased easement.

The only way the limitations on condemnation ¢an be changed from the given
5% for easement of the total acres inside the boundary to some other term is
by act of Congress and concurrence of the president.
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55

bivengineering techniques outlined on page 39 have not proven to be succeesful in the past at
controlling or stopping riverbank erosion and 1 etncerely doubt if they will prove to be any more
effective in the future. Will stream-bank stabilization continue if the Sirat atiempi proves futile
wnd what, if any, compensation is the property owner going 1o receive?

The majority of property owners along the river have taken care to do as Zittle damage to
the area as possible, not b hldthemmbntbeclmwewlmmbenblubmjuy
nature's beaaty and still be able 1o pass this legacy on to the future generation. A quite a few of
uz realiae that nature is always changing and regarding the Misaouri River we have always had
to live with ber, not fight her. It in the only way to keep this piece of creation the way it was
meant to be. The Missouri wan not meant to be a channeled valley the way it is seen betwesn
Pones and Souix City and yet this is what will bappen when man tries to contol something as
besutiful and powerful as the Missouri River. Thin is the most impertant reason why I believe
the local land and property ownem muat be involved in the deciss making di
the management of the Misacuri River.

Sincerely;
Cy F. Pinkelman

o

Eebecca Latka
William Shenk
Sen. Chuck Hagel
Sen. Bob Kerrey
Rep. Doug Bereuter

55. The continuation of a bank stabilization program is ultimately conditioned on
congressional direction and support.
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Superiiendent Paul Hedren
NiwbraraMisourt Naional Scenec Riverways
PO Boa 591

O'Neill, NE 68763.059]

Re. MA R R DraftPlan
Dear Paul,

Ihts 15 witien :n no officiaf capacity, Rasher, | wnilc a5 & lic-lamy remdent afong the nver, a
franter, boatman, and ather user of the river [ also own a small parce] of lnd along the river in Vermuthen
atca, by request. the C.XLE has never placed any rock on or afong my watertiont. My lather was & lover of
The Missours my greai-geundfather homestexded along the nver porthwest of Ponca: the Missoun has long
since devoured his holdings. Far seacly fifty years 1 have made a hobby of phusiographinyg the river.
especilly the xegment bere at rssue [ have baared the Mixsauri from the head of navigation te the mouth: 1
harve Jany held a federul Motorboat Operators License. A you know, T Teprscnted Clay County, 8D, on
the plantung team which developed the plen now under cunsideration. Agam. this Js written i my
persunnet mterest and nok as the representative af any proup ar oiber entty.

Cumgress has designated the Fonca-Yankton seach of the Missoun a3a Recreational Raver under
Ihe navon’s Wild ané Scenic Act. The ipparehi 2Um was to preserve and protect 11 as the sole remnant of
the “wikd ~ rrver lymy downsiream of the mam stemt dams. | favored and do favor the designation and 16
objective. This somw fifty-nme mile scach of the rver 3 a treasure truly deserving of prowchon and
pruservanon. Most of thase concerned with and abour this reach would likcly agree wih thase nbjectives.
The problem 1s how best 10 effect the objecuve sought

While this reach 07 rrver reums, many of the chamcrenstics of the truly wild Mssoun, thepe are
crueial dilfierences. Perhaps the princpal difference 1 that ths. reach na bonger expetisnces ihe naral
Tondinyg which Hower from (Loerally) the seasonal snowmelr on the phams end in the mouswins. Than
Nooding ofien overtopgrd the river's banks, and the water was scdiment-laden as the Missoun weot aboul
1is business of moving the Rocky Mowntains of the Gui of Mexico. It was mdeed the “Muddy Mo.”
|Manty of those cancerned about the fate of tuday's rver have ne recollection of the truly muddy river, they
thank the often grecn water of Wday's aive 1§ s vatusal hue.)

The dams on the river not mly prevent Nlnoding in the arcan immcdiately below the dams, bet the
dam-created laks: 2130 Bcl w immense sttling basios fof the sediments which fonnetly were tunsported on
Jownsteam. Thus, the waters discharged trom The dams are relatively cle: and have vastly greater
sedeneint carrymyg capacity hocause of fus clanty, lirosion has thus been exaccrbated: the fiver ¥ bungry
und ha 2m empty belly.

1n the days of the “June Rise,” fluoding, of course, eroded the banks tha| very eromon caused the
culling. wandenng and charmel chasging which became the halimarck of the Missouri of nld Toa ofttn
1gnored, however, 18 the other aspec of that floodomg braild-back™ The river bt or restored Taubs atong
the river evén as 1t o fands clsewhere. Old chunncls were filled m. and succesmive yrurs as anoual
imindation’s burl up adjacent lands, creatng the foodplatn. (The Vestilbion awrpurt lies on land 50
restored 1 Toduy, erasion continued reientiessdy by an evon more varatious ver. As the river no lonper
fivods 11 this resch no butkd-hack occurs. The npanan bmdowner 1s thor subject 1o a “double whammy™:
Increased erosion and ne build-back Those who would cavahetly Loose (b raver upon the ppanan owners
ignare the fact that whereas i per-dam days thosc uwners stood to luse Iheir land they ad a chance of
repaining bind previously los. Stated somewhat dinferently. 2 Tity-fifty chance of losing or regaintmy land
has been changed to & oae bundred percent chance of lownng 1t with u zero prospect of any nustoration.
Rspariun awners are not only in danger of lesing their land, many are losing i 1t°s gone. Gune,

There 1, as you ktow. & propossi to chaoge the fluw gt 5o 88 0 emulate the natural spring
Auoding. As T understand i, such foodimg would not overtap e hanky and thercfore would not cause
much, 1f any, build-back of the [oodpluin above the high banks, The ervgon would not be offset. The
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proponents uf such a scheme point 1o an ncrcase in dhe river sediment conent as a benefit of such & “sprng
rise.” Where vould it come frm? You know where it would come from!

Fanher complicating the problert is the connnuing botiom degradation. Tiwill likely continue 1n
the seach of nver hete invelved The Lang-term effect of that s unknown, bul the praspect is ot favarable.
{Dicluw the mourh of the Platte the problem seemns to be aggravation.) Perhaps when the nver has devoured
the cxtant Aoud plawn, the rives will pros e the sediments the “spring fload” advocates deaire by devouring
15 own bed . Then what?

Your Preferred Alicrmative appears to fuvor renewal of the “spring lood.™ While such 15 not sel
forth 10 bold prand, that possibility is suggestcd, if mot cdoTsed, in the Preferod Aliroative. On page 63 of
the drafl plan this skiernal —-the nutural fimehion of the
nothing less inmeational destruceion of the Tends, even e hvely

hood, of the rpanan owners. (T sty “wrientional desiruciwm,” the language of the strect would Ikely tsca
less—deterred description.) s there any deubt whatsosver why bank protection was Lhe overwhelming top:c
&d the four public hearmgs L amended? 11 is my understanding that it was also the issue ar die Hartingron
heanng.

1 believe Ihat most of thase concemed with preserving and profecting this reach of nver truly do
want 10 keep the toliage along the river, e bars, the beachos, the views of the bluffs and & mynad of other
delightful aspecis of tus uncharmelized reach. We do not want t sce “Detroit p-pap” ar other trash along
the banks or on the bats and nland. Neither dn we want to see development check-by-powd on both ssdes of
the niver from Ponca 10 Yankton Some sddibonal access on the Dakota's shore m the lower part of the
progel i dusimble. Contrary to some uranfonmod assertions, access i gereral is sumply not a problem,
winess, v g, the fine ramg and park Brouky Bultom (night bank) and the Clay County Park {1¢t banki. The
Atadement 12 the affect that L ewss and Clark could not even get o the rver today 1s Tudicrous.

Opponcres of bark subilization, which sume confiuse with channeliston. have an Fversion to
curbang the river’s appenie for sodl. Is this realistic grven the cxsting nature of the river? s not such
opposiion sell-defcating” How can the resources soughi to be protected reaily be protected of the nver is
ot vestraned? For example, the supcrb saand of old growth cotlonwonds whnch were mxchuded within the
boundancs of the project earty in she process of ecting boundanes, ne lenger exists. Jtug gone. The mver
slashed vt away, troe by tree. Remnants of thut tressure litter the rver at amd below Mile 779R. A modest
thvestment in stabdizanon would have (and shoubd have) peevenred this doss. Acres of beawnfully timbered
shoremwe have been and are being lost hecauss of the apposition to bank protection, Sries currently upder
weshukt by the over iclude the veritable pmyic at Mike 7281 (West of the 1l3gh Finc Landing), the willow
nd comtonwood-clad tracts on the Nebraska side hetween the Noeth Alubama Pout and the blufls a1
Mulberry Bend, the timbered nght bank in the ETk Paint Rend and all wo wnmay nther sreag,

Ulpor prospechive destruenon of 2 “Rec River™ mic, what provision docy the plan make For saving
11?7 Exvept for blufl lands m¢luded m the project every other site or feature of the “Rec River™ is vulncrable
W e cvir-huigry river. Again, how wili fie sites be protected”? Once the nver cats s way 1o cropland,
he raditional scenic view of the shoreline widl be ganc. Note, for example. the ravaged shoreline near
mic 757R. hstarkly demonsirates O sort of scenery, which all becoms ull fon cormmon ifmo cffort 10
cuntan the rover 1s niade

A drang argumem can be imade Tor making bank stabilization 3 hugh prumty of 1n the "Rec River™
<ormidor. !f those features of the ziver we scek 10 preserve are indeed (0 by Poycrved, some degree of bank
sutihzation must be provided, 15 there 13 10 be unother way i accomphsh the purpose, please advise me as
0 how such can be done. T oppose channelization. What will work is stabulizatinn of 1o hipgh banks when
nceded and where needed. The Missouri can them wonder, as it wilk betwucn the protected banks cmulating
1u some degree the nawral flow. In scversd places the bluffs elready serve (he same function by hrmiting the
meaening. There are even now amored banks which the miver is o tonger attacking and which arc sn
overgrown one would have to dig 10 find the rock used. (Near Mik 7841, eg)

56.

57.

The plan does support the concept of mimicked natural flow, meaning
measured rises, if possible, in the spring and summer, and reduced flows in
the waning summer and fall. It is incorrect, however, to interpret this as an
endorsement of seasonal flooding, And these are ideals only. The COE’s
Master Water Control Manual, an authority outside of the scope of this plan,
sets conditions for water flows.

NPS and COE view bank stabilization as a site-specific matter, Restoration of
lost land is highly improbable.

V 1043pa.f
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Bank proteciion should be as unobtrusive as possible, of course, and uscd only when neccssaly
‘T C.0.E.can apd has developed a variety of iechnigues 10 sccompliish this. No one has ntore experise in
copig with the Missourt and the Corps should be acitvely engaged w the effort 1o make this ¢ffost w
preserve and protect this scgment of the Missouri.

161 may be of sudistance to you in seeking 2 resolution of the vanous problems involved here,

please fecl free wo 2all onme
With Warm Regards,
ekl ﬁ\m
‘*:/ 1M, Pererson

/
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December 14, 1998

Paul L, Hedren, Superintendent EUIDG
Niobrar/Missouri Naiona Scenic Walerwiys

P.0. Box 591

O'Neill, Nebraska 68763

Dear Superintendent Hedren,

ThisldluishlmpummmemrorpnbﬁcwmmumﬂuNPSDHﬁMlmmtﬂm
and Envi 1 Impact 8 T'was pleased 10 review the Diraft and the tree alternatives, and
l!'v:nnmwithmmn]phnnrmtnmncm.iﬁrﬂitquiwmfmhinsmncthnd:eN:ﬁml]Pu’(Suvioe
inucndsmmof\:mforw:rd in developing a strategy to protect our valuable scenic resource. My comments
ITocus on this fact;

As a National Recreational River under the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act,
this 59-mile section of the Missouri River is a oationg! treasure and thus much more
than merely a local resource.

In an age when natural areas and wildlife are in constant threat from the many irreversible stresses

of our expanding civilization, we must give increasingly greater cmphasis W protection of the natarl
aspects of the few remaining preserves so that future g ions can appreciate these envi We
hav:arnomlobiiguﬁunlupmvaungraduﬂchizlingnwtyuﬁhmmmdmMuilepmm—vingﬂle
natural sue as muck s possible, we maust also ed the public so that in the futore they will recognize
Lhe néed (o preserve our nalural heritage.

Therefors, Alicrmative 2 (Preforred Alternative) is clearly the most desirable cption. In general, [
agroe with this plan, but 1 fecl some modifications are heeded.

First, exiensive use o] arulicial methods for bank SABiIzZation 3 & Josing straiegy in the long run
and should be minimized. A:mlhnlmsﬁbiﬁmdmdlmckormmmiﬁcialma]mmcxpmﬁv:m
implement and maintain, and the power of the River is just tansferred downsiteam 1o another siw, T
enceurage the use of ratural mothods as much as possible or purchase of bank landx to permit the River in
shift manaraiiy, The sobulion 15 not really in bank stabilization bt in the chronic reduction of flow rakes by
the Army Corps of Engineers and in the realization that the Mi iRiveris ined in soft, sandy soil
which is impossible to control in the kong term withowt changing the scenic 2nd recreationat characierissics
of the River.

We may he able w stabilize the bank for a while, but evenmually in the 1ong-term the River will win
unless we decide w scrap the idea of preserving 3 Scenic Recreational River and antificially stbilize the
cntire 59-mile segment. Moreover, artificial bank stabilization usuaily protects the bank of 2 few
landowners at great public expense. It appears that the greaier public interest—that of preserving the 59-
milesutn:hulmﬁma!mﬂcmdmudmﬂm—isnmmbyexmvemiﬂcwhmk
sahilization. The River does not belong 10 a fow lindowmners but to the gencrat public.

Second, a0 mention is made of waict guality cantrol in the proposals. Preservation of flora and
fauna is dependent on both land and water quality. In ioday’s world the River is affected hy an cver
growing numbcr of sources of potential pollution from towns, farms, and industries. This section of the
River should be designated as an Outstanding Natural Resource Water under the Clean Water Act.

58. See response 13.

59. Water quality matters are discussed and evaluated on pp. 106, il11, 121, and
127, Alse see response 30.
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Frequent monitoring of the weter should take place at a number of sites along the 59-mile scgmen.
Perhaps science classes and the University of South Dakow could assist in this effort to cosis
down—a strategy that would also increase public awareness. 'We should have an idea polkation is
from sources upstream in the Missouri, from tributaries along the 59-mile segment, or from adjacent
propeny.

Third, I swongly encourage cxpansior of the nasrow “grecnbelt” that is proposed for the banks of
the River. Itis qucstionable whether the inermitent and sarrow greenhelt that is proposed will be
sufficicnt For protoction or expansion of animal and plant species because their movement and growth will
be severely limied A larger continugus arca will serve 1o protect the envi "s species, irize the
experience for River users, and allow for shifting of the River without artificial bank siabilization.

Fourth, the Plan should aggressively deal with the developing problem of noisc polluticn on the
Scenic Recreational River. Personal motonzed watercrafi ("jet sku’ng xhould he banncd in this segment of
the River, and power boating and water-skiing should be prohibited. These fecreational activities are
permitted in virtually every other segment of the River in South Dakota, Nebraska, and Towa. Therefore,
waterways for these activilies exist nearhy and are accessiblc. Intuitively, T think that it is obvious that a
large volume: of misy IRffic on the River negatively impacis on the hthavior of animals for a considerable
distance and conflicts with the many positive natural charscieristics that the River offers canoeists, hikess,
and other cutdoor enthusiasty.

Fifth, wh Allemative 2 prop develop of two more access points [or boats and &
cycling trail on the Nebraska side of the River, I feel that thess dovelopments wiil not accommadate the
real recreational or cducational necds of the public, Tt is vilal thal we ncrease the npportunities for the
public: to experience the many natural, historical, and cubtural characeeristics that Lhis section of the River
Can offer. 4nd (hese neads arc not met by Alternarive 2. As we approach the Lewis and Clark bicenwennial,
Wwe can cxpoct an i dd d for ipnal Fiver use. Al dations for ion are
inxufficient in Allemalive 2.

In contrasy, [ think that Al ive 3 (R ional Emphaesis) is excossive and amounts (o
overdevelopment. Proceeding with Ahernative 3 will, in fact, be disruptive 1o the mainienance of the
natural environment and o Juctive for ional users who want 10 experience the many
existing natiral elements of te River.

Specifically, I encovrage development of recreational activilies that encourage use of the River, but
only thase activitics that arc associatcd with minimal disturbance of the natural siate and of other users.
Specifically, recreational use of the River for canocing, hiking, cycling, and Jow-impact camping should
be expanded while alse accomodating the needs of hunters and fishermen. A canoc trail should be
developed that encompasses the entire width and lengih of ihe. river, and more access poinis should he
made availahle for nonmotorized craft on the South Dakota side. A system of primitive hiking/cycling
\raits shou'd be deveioped on both sides of the River, especiatly near population centers, Thesc trails
shemild be maintained regularly but kept as satural as possible, Becanse of the severe impact, hoeses
should he prohibited from the wrails.

Whereas existing campsites may be adequate on the Nebraska side, camping facilitics are mini
on the South Dakola side, 2ad 2 multiday trip on the River is difficult. Morcover, a canoe trail should
« dat: boaters, with desip I siies for primitive camping on isiands and banks of the Rives.
Development of these sites will reduce trespassing on private lands and tend 10 discourage camping in
other areas, which will contribak: to stress reduction for flora and fauna.

The idea of River sccess for car visitors is superficially appealing, but we must be careful that
overdevelopment of sconk: overlooks and roeds to the River can have a serious impect on the River that
may be imeversible. Development of & scenic highway that runs along the Missourd River should he
discouraged, even if most of the road is kept visually away from the River. Quiet and isolation are
imperant characteristics (or recreational users of the River, and incrcascs in car 1raffic or excessive
development of scenic overlooks for this traffic could resalt in noise and visual disturbances for the
recrealional wsers of e Scenic Recreational River. A fow scenic overlooks should be developed. but

60.

61.

62.

See response 27,

See response 28.

The concept in the preferred alternative is to balance the need of resource
protection while providing for the needs of recreation. While this GMP sets
parameters for management, subsequent implementation plans will be
developed to accomplish specific projects. See also response 34.
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l should be i ‘wbuﬁngmpnimmdumﬂmmlhudydcvﬂupodforpuhl‘m

develap
use,

ilookfmmdmnmoumivemhof&:Nn&un!PutSuvi:inmirnﬂmmﬁmoflﬁeirphn
rorﬂxeMissowiRimuaputuﬂheNaﬁmalWild-ndSw.nicRimsAcL If you have any questions or
if P ean assist you in dhe funere pieass contact me.

Sincerely,

M
A
Tack Williams

-~
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63. See response 8, third paragraph.

64. See responses 16 and 26.

Liccomber 17 1998

B
e e BudRE
Mr Paul Hedren e
National Park Service
Niobrara/Missoun NSR
PO Box 591

{>'Neal. NE 68767
RE Missoun Rrver Drafl Mumagement Plan Review

Dear Paol

1 kenve reviewd the “Dralt Goneral M Ptan and Emr tal Tropuct Siotement” and ! hane (e

follovwimg and rex dations o8 1ts ¢

1 The - Recreational Advisory Group. replaced with an anmuai or simi-arnual mectin

(page 4% of (he plan) should he d on a per basis. [In the past. s

0TT

group addod vaiiabie Tnput I (b planming and implcmenling of projects on this reach
of the Missoun River. This advisory group must play a key role in the project for
efective parhcrpation of Socal government and other iRicrest groups {hke the Missouri
Ruver Bank Stabilizabon Assoviaton.}.

2 Sircambank protect ion and fraistcnance most have high proraty (o profect and proserve
the restural resources alomg this nver streich and address the big problems landownders
face with regand 1o bank cresion. [The word “might”™ (page SU) Suggests vesy Tow

rmphasis on Sreambank proieciion and should be changed  All would agree that thus is
tugh priority and the backbone for protocting our natueal resources along thus reach of the
rver i the luture.

If the above concerns are addressed [ would favor your proposed ~Aliernative 2 for the final management
plan

Ulumnately a Large part of Uhe sucocss of the recrcational river pian wall dopend on how wel the NPS rclates
with local indercsts  We hope they do it medl!

Sinccrely,

Marlan Roifes

NOILYNITHOO) ANV NOLLVITASNOD
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December 17, 1998
RECE i

Superintendent - National Park Service i ‘ ;‘“
P.0. Box 591 .
O’Neill, Nebraska 68763

Subject- Missourt River Scenic River, National Recreations] Category - Fort Randal] Dam
To Miobrarz, Nebraska

Dear Superintendent:

As an affecied land dj t0 the Mi i River within the boundary of subject,

scenic river, | express very strong feelings about the foHowing points:

1) The fedenal government (National Park Service) should not take into ownership a
continuous strip of tand adjacen o each side of the subject scenic river! This statement is
without vegard to any discontinuity as a result of Indian lands adjscent to the subject
scenic river exempt from provisions of this act.

2) The federaf government {National Fark Service) should not take imo ownership ANY
land by condemnation; therefore, it should only purchase land from willing sellerst

3) The federal government (National Park Service) should not take into ownership any
hunting, fishing or irapping rights, or the rght 16 trespasa for those purposcs, on any of
land taken ita federal ownership!

4) The federal government (National Park Service) should NOT take into ownership any
accretion rights that are m private ownership at the present tme!

5) The federal government (National Park Service} should not take into ownership any
mineral rights, or the right 1o trespass for acquisition of any such minerals, that are in
private ownership ai the present time!

Sincerely,

Avwrs 7 3

Dean A Hyde, PE

¢¢. US Senator Tom Daschlc
US Senator Tim Johnson
US Representative John Thune

63.

67.

68.

69.

Neither NPS nor COE has a vision or authority for the massive fee ownership
characterized here. As described in the previous responses, however, easement
acquisition is imperative for successful federal participation in bank
stabilization and certain resource protection. And fee ownership may be
imperative for access development.

See response 41.

Hunting, trapping, and fishing are regulated by states on nonfederally owned
lands. The WSRA expressly permits hunting and fishing on federal lands
administered as part of the MNRR, while trapping is not permitted. See pages
38.

State, not federal law, determines the ownership of accretion fand.

Mineral ownership is also determined by state, not federal law.

prfo pagapy puv sataualy jpaspay
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17 December 1538 TR,

Paul Hedren

Superintendent

Niobrara/Migsouri National Scenic Riverways
National Park Service

P.0, Box 531

O'Neill, Nebraska 6B763

Re: 59-Nile Stretch, Missouri River
Hansgemant Plan

Dear Superintendent Hedren:

This is my response to the proposed NPS Management Plan for
the 59-Mile Scretch of the Missouri River, which I have reviewed in
detail. Overall, it im my opinion that you and your staff are to
be commended for a great effort at inaugurating this significant
undertaking. In the comments bhelow I attempt EO describe certain
features of the Recreational River Plan which I belleve merit more
detailed concern.

My analysias of the 59-Mile segment is guided by the words
provided by Congress in it's definition of a racreaticnal river:
=PROTECT AND RESTORE.® In addition, the organic legislatien of the
National Park Service charges it with the cbligation to protect our
»national heritage.” Clearly, Congress would not have set-aside
the 59-Mile Stretch for protsction and xestoration, nor would it
have placed this section under the charge of the NPS, had it not
intended that management be in the nature of a trust for the
tenafit of all citizens of the United Statea. Thus, the Management
plan needs to expreas the terms of a trust, containing the higest
cbligaticn to pretect and restore.

Bafore the 53-Mile Stretch can be restored it must be
protected, which requires that we identify the i{mmadiate threat tc
it's integrity. There is a broad consensus that the overriding
threat is that of channelizaticon of the stretch, a process which
preceeds under the euphemism "bank stabilization.*” Channelization
appears to be proceeding piecemeal. Typically the process ie that
under the publicly-financed protection provided by the upstream
dams, housing developers move into the flocdplain. When normal
fluctuations in the flew cause portions of the bank to erode, these
land developers cry out for hardening of the bank near their
property. Section-by-section, the threat ip that this process
leads, inevitably, to channelizaticn, repeating the process which
led to the sterile channel downstream from Sioux City.

70. Again, the 1978 law designating the MNRR gives authority for certain bank
stabilization, but this should not be construed to mean channetization or start-
to-finish armoring within the Gavins Point to Ponca reach. Every effort will
be made to ensure that any federally sponsored stabilization is consistent with
and advances the intent of the WSRA by including resource protection and
enhancement.

NOLLYNITIOC) ANY NOLIVITNSNOD)
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The National Park Service has been provided with the full
scientific description of the destructive effects of this piecemeal
channelization on river functiona, river life and river uee., Fish
apecies, including some endangered and threatened, are deprived of
habitat, and the overall riparian zone ig deprived of it'a ability
to function; to serve it'a essential role in the ecogsystem,
Visitors toc the River are deprived of a picture of the natural
river, £firding instead only an engineeyed lifeleas channel,
Clearly, if this proceses is allowed to continue, the notion of
river protection ig a farce, being played only for the benafit and
profit of a few private land developersa,

2 second immediate threat to the protection of che river im
thé continuing destruction of fish and wildlife habitat., The river
of Lewis & Clark, the history of the Voyage of Diacovery, ia
assoclated with the extraordinary abundance and diversity of
wildlife which the River once sheltered. Take that away. and the
River's principal role in our naticnal heritage is lost. I urge
that the Plan contain more aggressive and specific plans for
developing real wildlife habitat. Thie will require positive
cooperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as well as
Btate game agencieg.

For this plan to have a chance, I think that NPS must re-think
it's normal processes, and become an advocate for the River. Many
important decisions involving the River will be made in octher
jurisdictiens. Typically, an agency such as NPS simply saya: "It'g
fot under gur control.*®  What I urge is that you speak for the
River, even when that takes yYou into other jurisdictions. Be the
Riverkeeper.

How would such an advocacy role work? ‘Take the example of a
hypothetical NPDES permit being considered for issuance by the
South Dakota DENR, under the Clean Water Act. As advocate for the
River you can appear and make suggestions, describing the impacts
that the permit might have on the S%-Mile stretch. DENR is in a
poslition to include conditions in the permit which aspure it'a
compat ibility with the recreational river, and I am sure would be
pleased to have the input. There are Numerous opportunitises for
this type of positive intervention as spokespersons for the River,
and the rele is entirely consistent with that of trustee, which is
what NPS now is.

There is much te be dore, and the opportunities are great.
Thank you for this opportunity to participate,

o:'aé:}:; E%@ eeely Yedy)

id

71. Resource management issues are particularly discussed on pp. 38-41. As

noted on page 41, a specific resource manag;
the NPS following completion of this GMP,

ement plan will be prepared by

SIDIIO P310a)T pup sarouaBy (paspa .y
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COMMENT FORM
ATON. AL RIVER
D | M: TREN n N

Pleass share your thoughts on our array of alternatives in the draft plan, and any othec interest or
issue concerning you about the recreational river. Flease print.

RECEIVFL

et 8

L L L PPNVt

Mr. Paul Hedren
Nationat Park Service
Niobrura/Missouri NSR
PO Box 591

O'Neill, Nebraska 68763

Dear Mr, Hedrea:

14w mot 2 Land owner along the Missouri River, just an avid hunter and fisherman
who uses the river extensively. My major concern is, what changes can we expect in
these arens if one of these plans is pot into effect? “We", and [ speak for 2 ot of
ather durk hunters, have heard rumbles that we will uo konger be abie to hunt out of
“hox* blinds any longer, that we will be forced to huat out of boat Minds. A "bax
72 blind™ is » wooden blind that we lexve on the sandhar during (he bunting seasoa
and thes remove it al the end of the season. If we are forced t6 hunt out of boat
Blinds, this will seriously handicap us, becanse it will severely limit the number of
decoys that we can use. Plus with everyoae leaving from the sarae boat landing at
{he same time in the morning in the dark, will create a dangerous and volitile
situation.

My comment and request is, please let bs use our box biinds and decoy spreads as
we have in the past. | personaly guarantee you that owr crew will not leave a irace
and T will assure you thai | will do all in my power 10 meke sure that no one else in
onr srex a1 least doesn't either.

Name: - Tumn your comments in to a National Park
Sincerely yfdrs, * Service representative or mail to.
Address;

[ e )
- dent, Niobrara/Mi i National

Se;nic Riverways, P.O. Box
591, O'Neill, Nebraska 68763

®

~—Larky

15 FOR| hd TARY. THANK ¥

72. As noted in response 67, hunting is expressly permitted within designated

wild and scenic river boundaries on lands that are or may be federally owned.

Therein, respective state regulations apply in matters such as blinds.

NOLLYNICHOO0) NV NOUYLUISNOD
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Decembes- 7, [998

Mr. Paul Hedren AECEIVED
National Park Service

MNiobrara/Mlissouri NSR, by 1996
PO Box 591 .

ONeill, Nebraska 68763
Dear Paul,

| bave reviewed the "Drafl Geaeral Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement™ and (
have some concerns and opinicns on its contents.

Fam very concerned that the "Recreational Advisory Group™ is being replaced with an Armual or semi-
snnual meeting {page 48 of the plan.) In the past, this group added valuable input in the planning and
implementing of projects on this reuch of the Missouri River. This input will be lost. The approach in
alternatives #2 and #3 with occasional public mectings, docs not allow for offictive participation of local
govertiment and other interest proups (tike the Missouri River Dank Stabalization Association.) This
advisory group must play a key rolc in the project.

As to streambank protection, afiernatives 42 and A3 da little to address the big problems landowners
[age with regard to bank crosion. Such slatements as " use of najural streambank projection or
bioengineering techniues ace recommended™ (page 39) are a joke. ‘They have not worked in the past.
Anoiber stalement (on page 50) "essential streambank erosion conteol might be allowed on a case-by-
case basis for prolection of residences, oilier imporlant slruciures, and lands adjacent 1o high bank * The
ward "might” pats very low emphasis ob streambank protection. Wherc is the support for the section 33
prograins in alternatives 2 and 3?7 All would agres that this is & high priority, and the backbone for
protecting our natural resources along this reach of the river in the past.

Ultmately, the success of the recreational river plan will depend un how well the NPS relates with
local inlerests. We hang they da it welll

HEINF FARMS
A o /7 /y-.'.p-:l

Gary J. Heine

73. See response 8.

74. See responses 13 and 16.

{Seven additional ietters identical to this were received by the NPS during the
public review period. All originated in Nebraska, with one from Hartington,
two from Fordyce, three from St. Helena, and one unsigned and otherwise
unidentifiable except for a generic Nebraska postmark.)

SiELO paraarg puv sa1ously [paspa.g
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ENT RM
ML NAL RECREATE IV
o ne nagement Pixo and
nvironmentat L] n

Please share your shoughts on our array of slternatives in the draft plan, and any other interest or
issue concsring you sbout Lhe recreational rver. Please print.

December 7, 1998

"As a land owner along the 59 mile stretch of river between Gavins Point Dam and Ponca,
1am very concemed aboul the National Park Service's proposal. [t appears 10 me that
they have not included eny tocal representation by land owners, advisory groups and local
15 govetning bodies. [ attended one of the local meetings at Yankton, SD. | came away

with the feeling that | am yoing 10 Jose control of my own property and not being able to
do anything about it once National Parks has control of it. Just to note thear plans for
bank stabilization has not warked in the past and I can not see how it could possibly work
any betier in the fisture as they stated in their report on page 39

1 am very much against the NPS proposat without local land owners, advisory groups and
local governing bodies having 4 voice and representation in this proposal. These groups
have deal with 1he river and have every right to be able 10 be a part of its future.

SECEIVEL

PR ¢
J—)

nam

UEINE ,FARMS .
Name: d Turn your comments in 1o a National Park
ary J. téine

Service representative or mail to:
Address: -

Superintendent, Niobrara/Missouri Nationat
Scenic Riverways, P.O. Box
391, O'Neill, Nebraska 68763

THIS FOR ¥ TARY, TH M

75. See responses 7, 50, and 52.
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COMMENT FORM
RECEIVED
MISSOURI NATIONAL RECREATIONAL RIVER UEE - 1998

mﬂ,ﬁﬁnﬂl{umm vty evowsons
mmm L]

Please share your thoughts on our array of alternatives in the deaft plan, and any other interest or
issue concerning you sbout the recreational tiver. Please print.

e Poud i'*gk’-d“‘"‘

T hawe aHenchd i nkimg b mtu[:f‘ljvs gy oAbensd

R . | .

Pl MO rublc o bl be send by /e_#ﬂ?% roet
48 or es n ophe I

T rr&!uﬁab/e rnver s ok st Jwya”"lﬁ W"Ob:

E ot ook ey up e (UL Creates g ekl ool

N !
Qmies the DamKs mpre, MOTE feyple s more bamis

T cte ne feasoe ® Fove. by mee U:@.)emme.«i here ,
The ,Coff‘i) the N'Lq amd Fhe 'Qalks aé a #?/14’:7

r

~ i N hd f
o e owdhen (% 19 condrel Hho et , but

f,m//ﬁ we nb‘”“*:j i geducn, o,
gou pa] achims Cconpuadt b whak youl fromsed ‘Q
Sfqu &r TREemselyes
Nlm:J:xw kau‘ﬁ. Tum your comments in to a National Park
I Service representative pr mail to:

Superintendent, NiobraraMi i Nati

Scenic Riverways, P.O. Box
591, O'Neill, Nebraska 58763

LHIS FORM IS VOLUNTARY, THANK YOU FOR YOUR COMMENTS,

Address:

SIPIWO par2afg puv ssoualy (pispa.y



87T

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

ROBERT L. RYKEN
Attorney at Law

December 15, 1998
Y1A EXPRESS MAIL

Mr. Paul L. Hedren

Superintendent

National Park Service . I

Nigbrara/Missouri Nationsk Scenic 1N
Riverways

P.0. Box 591

Q'Neill, NB 68763

Re  Draft General Mansgement Plan And
Environmental Impact Statement for
) P " y .

Dear Mr Hedren.

1 wuplusedwmeetyoumdheuywpmmionuyourpublicmuﬁngin
Yankton on Movemmber 24, 1098, st which time [ tirst received a copy of the sbove
described document {which I wilt refer to for convenience as the "Plan”). Since you stated
that public comment will be closed on December 18, 1998, [ have acted with as much
haste s possible to prepare the following comments which | ask that the National Park
Service ("NPS") and the U.S. Army Corps of Lingimeers ("COE") consider in preparing a
final plan and report on this project.

" pact

First, § should introduce who | am and the other miterests [ represeat. 1am one of
\he fourth generation of my family who have been continuous owners since the beginning
of this century of our family farm located on the South Dakota side of the Missour: River
south and west of Gayville, Yankton County, in the big bend roughly between river miles
795 and 797. As 8 co-trustes together with my brothers and sisters, Marvin L. Ryken, Jr.,
Dr Mary Ann Rykea Wilcox, Linda K. Merkcwan and Sam K. Ryken, of the Marvin L.
Ryken Big Timber Trust, we own farm and timber Yand in this location inchuding -
somewh Jess than one mile of river front. My comments are made on behaif of all the
trustees of pur family trust My comments are also made on behal of my mother, Gladys

NOLIVNIHOO) ANV NOLLYLINSNOD)
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E. Ryken, who atso owns adjscent farm land, some portion of which appesrs 1o be
included in the boundaries for the Mi i National Recreational River ("MNRR").

Our soon-to-be y farm was originally bled by my great-grandfather,
Samuel Van Osded, M\op\wcimedfourldpcmngmonthehmksoﬁhMlmm
RwartwlhngoverBOOacmmdmgSOOwuofpmnugnwitunllmd Haviny at
various times in his youth owned and opersted 2 iboat on the Mi i and CF
anlndlpoﬂnbles:wmﬂmﬂlekhnkHﬂkuMdsewhuemSouthDukota.ahwﬂy
wooded farm on the banks of the great Missouri River was the ideal location for my great-
grandiather Thcrmmsofmaldstammgm:ﬁmompuwemdthenwmﬂonﬂu
farm are still located at the main building site 1p ber that the sawmill
remained in use umtd the late 1950's 10 saw hnldmg humber front large cottormyood Jogs
harvested from the farm's timber stock.

When Samuet Van Oadel died, my grandmother, Pearl E. Van Osdel Ryken and my
grandBather, Lawrence § Ryken, scquired the Smmuel Van Osdel farm  They actively
farmed until my grandfather's death in 1963. My grandfathes was an avid sportsman in
and around the farm and river sad was well known: by his contemporaries as a fisher of big
catfigh fiom the deep pools of the Missouri. As & young boy, | remember him returning
home with many channel catfish much heavier and taller than 1 was.

When my grandfather died, sy father, Marvin L. Ryken, St and my mother,
Gladys E. Ryken acquired the farm. By this time, high bank erosion had cut over 400
mn-y&m:h:mgxﬂ&mnquDsddﬁrmmuﬂymmemngfwm
into several scparate pieces now found on the Missouri. Under our parents, my brothera,
sisters and [ quite literally grew up on the banks of the Missouri River.

With my father's death in 1994, the riparian portions of the farm were left in a
family trust for the benefit of nty brothers and sisters and I. The object of our famity
agreement is to continge to mainiin long term family ownership. Since 1994, my family
has expended considershle: time, monty and work to visually improve the farm, including:
mmovnlofoldmbuie!mmfkwﬁ'om1mnedtmhlghnmhnkum removal of
accurnulated farm debris and machinery; demotition of detapidated farm buildi
rebuilding fences 1o ensure privacy of river access; nd pltntm ncwt-mmdcomml.m,
noxious weeds. Tn addition 10 our Girming activities, our family regularly uses the timber
and river bank areas for recreation Just this past Thanksgiving, over 25 family members
from Indiana, California, Mi ‘Washington, Nebraska and iliimois gathered in 2 fall
family reunion a¢ our cabins on the river. [ know | speak for my mother, brothers and
sisters when I tell you that we are flly aware of the unigue natural qualities which our
family farm represemts, The surface and banks of the river, the sunset t any time of year,
the solitude of wooded meadows, the shared space with amazing wildlife all represent
spiritual corners in the dimensions of whom we are and have been as a famity for four
Benerations. At the seme titoe, the challenges of growmg up and having camed a living on
this land and the continuing burdens of owning # make us keenty sware of bow hard-won
our rights are and contime 16 be. To still be here after four generations ix no small thing

SO paoapg pup saouslBy jpaapadg
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76

77

in and of itself. As the Plan suggesis, our famiily is a significant part of the cuftural
landscape of the river, and we hold the river and our land very dear to our hearts. You
will therefore understand if we examine and comment on your proposal in 3 rigorous
fashion.

First, given the languorous history of implementation of MNRR, I believe that
NPS timning of closing public conanent on December 18, 1998 snd going to a final plan 50
dayuhmuﬁuphmmunﬁhommﬂburdmmpmiu,meﬁumyﬁnﬂy‘w}nwﬂl
actually be impacted by the Plan, who desire to make ingfinl review and on
lheHln,butwhuh-venmbemgivmm:omhlenotioedutNPSwﬁmllygﬁngtom
on this matter. The original MNRR legisiation dates from 1978 Although I have
artended wnd registered &1 various “river meetings” in the two decades tince,  was not
included on NPS' mailing list apparently notificd by 1952 and 1993 newsletters. No other
co-owner of our family farm (inchuding nry mother who has been listed as addressee on
Yankton County tax rolls) has recsived such a notice, cither. Yet an additional five years
pmednﬂ«ﬂw?lmrdumud'mphg’nming:befumilnmuftﬁsﬂmh
September, 1998, and 1 am nit aware of any notices piven regarding the resumption of
planning urder MNRR between 1993 and the Pian issance. After 15 yeara of signalling
to property owners that no NPS action was likely, I believe that NPS was under an
nhﬁpﬁmtog‘veumnﬁhwmmwlffemdpmpmmtmﬂn;hnﬁng
process was back in motion. Certaialy that is the inton of the orighnal legisiation, of
which the Anatysis of Statue provides in part: *The interested organizations and public
also are 10 be mformed that these actions are being taken and are to to comsuited " (Plan
p 153). Ownership of lands is a matter of public record, and actual notice in: this situstion

“Would have besn quite 10 SCIWEVE. mpact of the Plan most
direulyumhedmuldmof:djohﬂmmdmmyeudjnirﬁngmdmwm
have not been reutinety notified of significant develop i the finalization of the Plan.

Sowhghmmgmuﬁmnmmﬁuiﬂumbymmdﬁmly
impwtedlndhlmbnmﬁwuuemidsﬂnwndmmmofmﬂypﬂm
plarming for this project. Even if NPS wishes to rely on public notice, my recollection of
mmmhthnmmlwtumoﬂiﬂmﬂkmmlm
hngapaiodofﬁmﬂunmmaffadedmlhewmm T would like to know
whanPSﬁmbepnwutom}ﬂncvhede.whmmﬁculoﬂ:wbﬁcorimﬂeud
Mumim,mmmmenmmmﬁceiswmplnbhmmw@nlmﬁm
procedures it fegard to the 1978 legnlaion

Asamuofgumdommforml,hndwmmbmﬁvhgiu-mu
of‘baﬁynwg!oﬂ'fnrmﬂmuﬂﬂnbﬁmnﬁmﬂyhnmlﬁmlmbﬁlym
this inatteation by the federal government I undersiand that some property owners oy
out for bank susbilization relicf, and 1 am deeply sympathetic to those who lase fimity farm
lands to the river. But the Plan indicates that every riparian land owmer will pay a price in
terms of constant and higher bevel of federal involvement regarding uses not only on the
river but also on private lands adjoining the river. My family betieves that an intensified

76.

7.

A continuing effort has been made since 1991 to inform the public about the
renewal of planning for the MNRR. Periodic updates were fashioned in the
form of news releases to the media, newsletters sent to a continually growing
mailing list, and at public meetings. See pages 13-14 and 139-140 for
overviews of the planning process.

The plan explains that for bank stabilization structures to be constructed on
private property there must be a minimum Federal interest established to
justify the use of federal maney. Also see response 50.

NOLLYNIQUOO)) ANV NOLLVLINSNOGD
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Ie\.eloffodaﬂmmmloflmﬁmuzsmywumydeuuﬁomtheﬁmupﬁiﬂmh
those of us who live on of near it. We believe thar enhanced access i np s and
ducational activities will inevitably i visitor yse and pressure on natural resoucces,
both privately and publicly owned. What is wrong with the MNRR park the way it is
now? We understand from your public ing p ion that political support for spot
bank stabilization is the primary motivating factor behind the Pisn, However, must spot
bankmbiﬁmhnunywhhinruviwdvetﬁouufmlnivdynmaedfedwpuk? In
1978, MNRR evolved in s political climate of federal activism in local affairs, which
sssumed that federal control always made everything better. We now imow that faderal
governmental involvement is not A panscea 1o any problem. And since the Plan
repﬂkivelyobwvullmﬂnMNkRisMﬂlynhulmuuudbyhﬂM
we also need to jude the Plan by the degree with which it is continucusly responsive to
local beeds.

Fipally. | think the Plan should specifically address how, under spplicable
legislation, it has phosed from: the onginel recrestional river concept (ie.,
Missouni Nationat Recreatignal River) to the soenic river concepts discussed at public
meetings | have been unable 1o divine this information from the text of the Plan

While I have done my best to provide Plan commentary oo short notice, I do not
waive lack of required notice a5 an objection 1o anry provision of the final form Plan which
nﬂgmhlvebewawjmlommmmmdmﬁnyh.dmuimﬂiﬁuﬂmﬁubmw

No Agi vz No._1

From the Missour: River land ownee's point of view, the "no action® alternative
number | must be refreshed with the realization that thers in atways federal irtpact even if
there is 00 apparent action [ acknowiedge that the National Environmeneal Policy Act
requires the status quo to be defined a3 0 *no action” alternative, but informed judgment
oquires that one recogni, ding feders] actions which have created the status quo.

Site the inception of the Pick-Sloan Plan, the federal governmeni has had a
continuous ipact on riperisn land owners in maintaining a federally preferred hyd dogi
mghneimheMiuwﬁRhuhﬁnluMﬂeﬂoodwmd,mWhydmpow,wm
supply and recreation  For the downstream riparian owney, federal water management
dcdiomlhnniglnmhaﬁmwwbe&rhcomgmdniﬂmﬂym
{ocal flooding and erosion, inhibit navigation, make sgricultural water supply difficult and
make recregtionad facilitics unusable. And our family's experience since construction of
Gavin's Point Dam is that substantially more than haif our farm has been lost 1o river
erosion. The main courses of the Missouri downriver from Gavin's Point to our firm kave
chngudwbﬂmﬁdlyfoﬂuwingmmleﬁonoﬁhedun,mdﬁnmﬁnmnfmvigmim
levels to promote shipping and recreation have enmired through the years thet surface
w«mﬁmmﬁmnuymmuodwwmmﬂuh@ehnofmbdm-
down stream, The costs of this federally prefarred hydrologic regime in terms of lost farm
lnndhmbemmbﬁmtiﬂmudwpnnﬁnurdmdu,mdﬂmwmhvebembom

78. See responses ! and 38.
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without compensation hy masty other down stream land owniers besides my farmuly. I think
that these accumulsted private losses of riparian land owners need 1o be 1aken into
consideration throughout the entire planning process when envisioned plan rules might
deprive those same land owntrs of rights with respect 10 their remaining propeTy.

1 suggest that the boundary concepts for all ahematives of the MNRR a3 discussed
in the Plan and explained at your ing are by i You stated at the
November 24 Yankon mecting that the federal government, as owner of the surface of the
Missouri River, is simply in the position of a neighboring land owner who always has an
interest and a right 10 comment on the appearance, condition and uses of neighbaring
propertics. You stated that the federal government, as river owner, has no right to tell an
adjoining kand owrner what he or she can or cannot do with adjoining property. Yel,
privatcly ovmed lands are clearly included within the boundaries of the MNER. 1belicve
the Plan should clearly and expressty recognize that privately owned lands within the park
boundary ars not directly contralled by rules of the Plan and remain subject 1o all state and
locsl laws affecting use. While the Plan makes repested references to “guidelines” for use
and development, the Plan lacks focut and clarity on the distimction between votuntary
guidetines as they may be imvoked with respect to privately owned property and actual
pari rules that apply to federally owned water and land.

limnlsohmbledbylhelwﬁuﬁ?lupmiﬁoﬂthﬂﬂmhﬂlkuﬂftuwﬂu

park subject to direct NPS conrol is the ordinary high wazer line of the Missouri River.
Given the fact thal other segments of the federal government are in a position to adjust
this water line from time to time, adjoining property owmers' lends may be submerged and
thus taken for park purposcs withoul any compensation. What is the resulling status of
accretion lands that ray sometimes be under water and sometimes exposed s a result of
the federat hydrologic regime? These are important matiers to my Eymiky, sod [ request
that the Plan address them.

Finally, one aspect of *no action” status qua that thee Plan Fails to discuss
adequately is the possibility that bank stabilization in critical areas, with the same political
coordination thst wouldbereqmredmﬂer.\hmeslmdlmldbemnmhmy
achieved by the COE under exiating legislation, such as Section 32. Many land owners
may simply want 1o address erosion without inviting a lavger scheme of Federal rules and
regulations to their properties, snd any Plan should i igate the least regtricti
shternative as an option. In its curent formulation, the Plan implies that bank stabilization
is not obiainsble under the status quo, yet this premise has not realty been the subject of
any serious evatuation

Ahgrnative 2 and 3 Comemon lssues.

As 3 preliminary matter, my family aprees that Alternative 2 (with its envisioned
lower use rate} would be preferable to Alternative 3. Wi regazd lower {or, &8 we would
prefer, existing) levet of visitor use as highly desirable, since we believe less intonsive use
better preserves 1o our family and local users the peaceful and quiet emoyment of our

79.

80.

8l

These assertions are correct. Guidelines are not regulations and a statement
explaining this has been added to page 36.

No property rights are lost in the implementation of this plan, The water
surface discussions at the public meetings pertained to jurisdictional matters
relating to public use, not ownership. NPS does not own the water. State law
determines ownership of riverbeds and accretion lands, and South Dakota and
Nebraska laws differ.

Section 32 authority expired in 1984, and only limited maintenance of existing
structures continues. Private landowners can accomplish bank stabilization at
personal expense under the provisions of a section 10/404 permit. Bank
stabilization of sites identified in the 1980 General Management Plan and
General Design Memorandum can also be undertaken, but since then cost-
share policies and new laws have been imposed, and erosion problems have
expanded not contracted. Congress and the public demand action, not inaction.
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fattuly farrn and the river. Lower bevel of visitor use also means less pressure on delicate
natural scenery, habitats and specics, whick ry family also regards as essential parts of the
intringic value of our farm

With that general preference statcd, we still have a number of concerns shout
common isases of Allematives 2 and 3, noted below:

82

i Streambank Seabilzation. The initial desired future condition i
streambank stabilization. First, we submil that adequate streambank stabilization is
pofitically and econamically obtainable under the status quo. A good amount of
mbiﬁwionhuﬂmdyomed,mdlhuemmlxﬁrlmmnnmiwwmphim
abwluosionuﬂch-ngingﬁvammwﬂunumyﬁmeinth:pﬁmdiﬂyyan.
Even if additional streambank sabilization js desirable, must it occur only in the contest of
afar reaching national park regime? We believe that NPS has argued that st=bilization is

available only in the context of a national park y sch 7k, when this need not
be irue. SpowubihmionufMinouﬁRiverbmkmmdﬂmHoommnh!mmum
and the ion of & more | ty lated national park under MNRR should ocour

only upon the evaluation of its own, !cp:n!e merits

84

2. Low Level of Visitor Use. While this may desired, the Pian fails 1o
describe how this will be achieved. Al your public mesting, you described emvironmental
and ional tourism as a d ic growth industry, yet the Plan does not consider this
growmg market foree 1t would seer 8 matter of comman sense that installation of
additional visitor facilities and access along with education and interpretation activities and
programs will greatly increase public swareness and use of MNRR. Why would the Plan
otherwise (as it does) contain comtingencies for patrot of river istands and other areas and
restricting us¢ of MNRR? And given the assumption of the Plan that most river acoess
will continue 1o be from private lands, how can any real control over river use be
achieved? The Plan recitation of low level visitor use i litsny without logic. Of course
there wil be highet visitor use. And this is all the more bling b local resid
and awners have no meaningful control on the throttle of this new engine.

3. Management and Public Und ding/Enterest Group Ir .
Although described as 2 Desired Future Condition in the Plan, the Plan gives this
condition ao descriptive developrment (o illustrate how 1t will happen or 1o assess impact.
Federal staff is to “work with local led ownera...on appropriate uses * In discussion at
your mecting, it was explained that federal staff would use morat suasion and, where
svailable technical assistance and economic incentives, (o encourage uses consistent with
park-like setting. This is probably the most prodactable of continuing impact with Jocat
land owners and by iself would invite more detailed description of how federal staff
would make proposals 1o private lend owners. While your own administrative experience
in this region was highly complimented by severs! people attending the Yankton meeting,
there was also discussion of the difficulties that can develop when 1 change in federal
personnel brings new p lities and, islly, new develop ! readings under the
terms of an administrative plan. Once this Plan is finalized and agreed to, what procedure

82.

83.

84.

This contention is countered repeatedly by other respondents. See also
response 26,

See responses 34 and 62.

See responses 4, 7, and 8.
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ensures that the project continues 10 faithfuly tive up to the Plan? Finally, ry sense of the
Y aniton mecting was that the getieral public desires more Foutine opportunities to give
input on how the park is developmg. The Plan should focus more on the control of uses
by new visitors 10 the park instead of devoting itself primarily to cottrol of uses by
existing, adjacent land owners. I, a5 the Pian siates, that this i5 @ local resource used
primarily by local people, NPS should be able to offer some routine focal meetings for
monitoring. The original MNRR legislation provides: “Ad inistration of the river
segment designated by this paragraph shall be in coordination with, and pursuant to the
advice of & Recreational River Advisory Group which may be established by the Secretary
Such group may include in its memberskip, representatives of the affected States and
political subdivisians theroof, affected Federal agencies, and such organized private groups
as the Secretary deems desirable.” (Plan p. 150} Although the emphasis of the current
Plan is scenic river development rather than recreational river developmen, the
importance of coardinated public input to the park was congressionally recognizad by the
enabling legrslation. NPS woukl probably need some site experience to develop and
coordinate site-specific rules, regulations and procedures, during which time divergent
public comment might be disuptive. But sfter 8 settling-in period during which the
operation of the park becomes routine, it would seem that an organized advisory group
would provide useful input to NPS and address the local desire for input

4 Land Use Plannimg and Cooperation 1o Protect Resources, Inchuding Both
Natural and Culrural R Agricuttural use would mwie to be encouraged,
except that feediots and coafi facilities adj to the river would be considered
incompatible activities. We ggree that highly intense animal activities should be
discouraged, but we would object to any provision of the Plan ihat would prohibit us from
grazing stock cattle on our lands, as our family has done since my great-grandfather’s
establishment of the farm. The Plan Nints at concurrence with this use by stating:
~Financial assistance for livestock watering equipment could be used s an inoentive to

inimi pling of riverbanks * (Plan p. 37} We feel that we must graze cantle in our
timber and pastirs areas during faic weather in order to maintain weed control. The Plan
should more directly address this need. We are also troubled by the vagueacss of the term
*feedlon,” since we also have an established feedlot area at the farmstead which we might
choose 10 remaxdel 4 stables and covTals for horses and other farm arimals Since the Plan
does not specify the intensity of use which is to be svoided, it leaves these area is & great
deat of unceriainty

The Plan concedes that “present development could remain in place inside the
boundaries." yet a series of Guidelines are established for *Existing and Replacement
Structures.” These Guidelines firther confuse the issue by providing that *There would be
10 effect on existing structures and wses * (Plan p. 36) As we understand the Plan's
voluntary position on [and use and the existing patchwork of state/county land use rules, it
would be betrer understood if the Plan guidelines were limited 10 the advocacy position
\hat NPS will adopt with regard to the future development of state and county land use
rules.

85. A feed lot is defined as a permanent confinement area for animals in
buildings, pens, or areas that normally are not used for raising crops or
grazing. This definition has been added to the glossary. The grazing of stock
cattle is not prohibited in the plan, but the trampling of riverbanks could be a
problem.

86. The guidelines offered are recommendations only.
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5. With regard to the normative judgments implicitly stated in the Guidelines for
Structures (Plan p 36), [ have the Following comments

a Minimum sethack requirements are syre fo be a source of controversy
Owners of river bank strongly appreciate the beauty of their river views, especially if they
live there on a daily or frequent basis. The Plan presumes that thare is a greater valye in
affording the occasional water traveler s unimpeded view of the riptrian owner's property
than in effording the ripavian owner a beautiful daily view of the river No exception is
apparently contemplated for public or private venues which might logically be developed
ﬂxmwﬂnwue‘sedgeprecisdyforﬂumvuﬁmmdnﬁqofmkvﬁlmuﬁng
mainly the water surface of the park.

b Stmuctures should be consi with mad ing, visibility,
texture and color recommendations. | think we all wam recreational and residential
sHuctunes 16 be by ious with the land and intringicall heticatly satisfyi

However, | would sirongly obyect 1o a federally sponsored set of local zoning laws that
would hmit design, materials and landscaping. { am also deeply iroubled by the apparent
imemmmyfmﬂy'susemdncdmm:tmldmwbmm‘hvidble'ﬁomﬁwrm
after we have so visibly lived on the river for may years. After years of enduting fearful
ero:ionfromlheviva',lheﬁsiblebelutyofdnriv«i:lhemafmyfmﬂfllivirg
expesience on the farm. This Plan shouid not take that right away from any riparian
owner

< Colors similar to the surr g envi Country | colors
are not necessary gentle. Farmhouse white and barn red are encountered up and down the
nver Nahwe, itself, changes color through the year. Many rurai buildings stand for years
without fresh paint and thus slowly retem to the woods from whence they came. Whilke
we can certainly discuss color of structures, I would srongly object to any zoning or use
law that attempted 10 ereaie and enforce & color scheme,

d Exterior Maintenance of Structures. What does this mean? To the extent
that structures are ot visible from the river, what interest does NPS have in their
app ? Is it possible that a rustically designed might fall afoul of this
maintenance requirement”

-] With regard to Guidelines for Zoming and New Construction, {Plan pp, 36-
37}, | have 1he following comments:

a First, on a philosophical leved, loca) land use planning is kn inbereatly locat
concemn, and the idea of a federal zoniny law imposed at the local level by the considerable
resources of the the federal govemment is disturbing 1o my notion of balanced powers, If
this new federal vision is even partially achieved, it wifl certainly kimit the variety of
CCONOMC uses Lo which adjoining land may be put. it may perhaps prohibit the highest
and best economic uses that should otherwise be available to an adjoining private land
owner

87. See response 86.

83. See response 14.
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b Srructures/Maintenance, Screening, Visibility, 1 continue my same comments
reurading pareflel performance requirements previously noted for existing struclures, in
particular those provisions suggesting that fandowners must rsask their occupation and
activities from the river. The Plan must make a more deliberate attempt to recogruze that
past of the culiurai landscape being embraced by tkis new park is the historical, individual
private uses adpacent 10 the river

<. Bost Docks and Ramps. The Plan suggests that boat ramps and boat docks
should be shared My family 1akes strany excephion io this suggestion, In my personal
memory, we heve always had some form of boat dock and/or ramp on our farm. And with
searly a mile of river front, we should be entitled ta establish and maintain our own dock
and ramp without beiny required to share it with other members of the public. This would
be tantamount to forcing a land owner 10 grant a public access easement w order that the
owner be allowed continued access to the water surface. We would like 1o sec the Plan
acknowhedge that riparian iand owners have an absolute right of acoess to the river
surface and that any permit system established 10 control docks and boat ramps be
impartmlly sdministered without requiring that public access be granted at any such permit
sHe

7 The Plan at several points addresses a need for twa additional public access
sites on the South Dakota side, and gencrally prefers the locations to be "near ETk Point
and poe between Myron Grove and Yankion ™ (Plan p. 54). We would like NPS 10
disclose its entire thinking on this sabject, since it is impossible to assess probable impact
on the basis of these vague references. To the extem that intensified use impact will
occur, it will most fikely develop at or neac these proposed new South Daketa access
sites  Owners of property near these proposed new sites are entitled to as much advance
information as NPS possesses so that owners can effectively comment on the Plan.

8 Asgessment of Impacts of the Plan.
1 have the following comments on the Plan's assessment of impacts

a Natural Resources/Noise (Plan . 121). We beligve that some visitor
Increase is likely, and we concur with meeting comments thet noise levels may hecome a
real concern. IF the Plan were 4s detailed about use restrictions of the river surface as it i
abaut private owners' usc of 1ands adjoining the river, we would fee! more comfortable on
this subject. We do not want to live through a werst case scenario, where our rights 1o
use and develop our property ar¢ sigrificantly limited without compensation, but unbridled
public use makes the river not worth living on any more

b Sociocconomic Resources/Land Use, Property Owners and Regional
Population. {Plan p 123} It is sot clear how one gets cicanly 10 the stated conclusion
“The net effect of these techniques would be to stabifize, and neither increass or decrease,
the intensity of use of the land " Agricultural uses, at least along the perimeter of the

89.

90,

91.

Anything that is built into or on the water is subject to a section 10/section
404 permit. The plan does not force consolidation of boat docks and ramps,
but encourages it when and where possible. See also the last part of response
47.

As discussed in the pian and at each of the public meetings, neither NPS nor
COE have specific land acquisition agendas, but the agencies do accept the
challenge of limited additional access development. Resolution of that matter
will be guided by NEPA, which is a public process. If related land acquisition
were involved, it would only be from willing sellers.

The emphasis of the plan is not on recreation alone but a balance between
recreation and resource preservation, Existing agricultural practices are
viewed as protecting the river corridor. Encouraging successful continued
agricultural fand use helps to minimize future development, as noted on page
37, under “Guidelines for Agricultural Lands.”
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river, cemin]ymdecrusufmmlmdmudedmedwplrkmmanduu
Visitor uses for recreational and scenic/historic touring centainly must increase, snd public
and private infrastnacture for all these msas will provide further impacts. sn't that what
the Plan is all about” Further, the Plan states that current rea] estate tax sssessment
practices based on current use "means that Jand vatues and property taxes would not be
significantly affected " (Plan p. 123) This is a speculative statement which may not
supported by actusl experiencs One necent sale of riverfromt propeny near our farm
closed at & multiple of more than twice what the best agriculteral land in the neighborhood
sells for

Rivesfrant property will probably continie 10 appreciate m value faster than
ardinary farm land, because having physical and scenic access 10 the river is a valuable
property right of riparian land owners. One can reasonably foresee how the Plan might
mhmﬂuwﬂmnﬂmﬂm:mﬁhm:mmmﬂmgm
higher land valises and perhaps taxes. This eacat it possible value a
polmnllhrdznfmmfumwhoconmmmmhunluwswwhom:yIiudthltthe
scenic o recreational porticns of their properties will be viewed &s sources of additional
local tax revenue. Om the other hand, escalation it land values also represents an
opportunity {0 the many ciparian land owners who have endured the risks of living on the
Missouri. Who will be entitled to the benefit of any suck opponunities, and will the Plan
be flexible enough over time 1o allow land owners to pur their propesties to the highest
and best uses that may exisi from time to time?

The Plan impact anatysis mwkes little sense on Land use issues. The Plan contends
thar Alternetive 1, No Action (Plan p. 14} would result in "potentially minor sdverse
tocal impact on land use, property owners and regioaal population.” But if market driven
demand for recreation and scenic experience contimes to evolve, a more Likely *no sction”
scenario would sllow locally desirable development and reward the lsd owner who wants

to participate COMrast, asserts (Plan p. that under Alternative

2z, thaewﬁfdbenondmloulimon!mdugpmpmynwmmdml

population.™ This conchision is untikely, unlessN'PSnssngulnﬂyumhletoldvomemy

oft]lcl.l.nduu idelines otherwise ined in the Plan Surdylhel’llﬂdoesnot
thuNTle]ntliu btaining some of "guideline” conformance. [Given

ﬂninmtiontoleq\ﬁeamlnimllamoumnfpukluﬂmfﬁ,lb 3 in the new
park experience will most likely depend on 2 complex system of rules (both federal and
federally inspired state and county) imiting private ownership rights. Thus, the Plan's
denial of impact from proceeding with the new park vision seems insincere, For my
family, as ownets who want to continue on the river even with this new park vision, the
liicely impact on our own nses and farm value is centainly the darkest part of the crysial
ball before us.

In conclusion, s a family, we ace generally supportive of the
developmenlnfn'nrepnrkusesonrheMmounR.wer ulonglswemnmukedm
undergo economic herm or to be denied the of
development of our property. We have thluplﬂ( driniscration not closely

92. No property rights are lost in the implementation of this plan.

93. See response 86,

sponpraspuy



8¢C

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

aligned to focal needs will eventually produce urdens on private land owners and local
public users. Given the extensive privately owned aress of this park. we hope the
admiinistration of the park will be structured to be specially responsive Lo the noeds of
local tand owmress.

Please add ry name and address, and the nemes and addreases of my co-trustees
and mather as set out on the attached page. to your official mailing list with respect to all
public matters affecting MNRR.

Respectfully submitted,

On behalf of the Trustees of the

Marvin L. Ryken Big Timber Trust
: "_- - j‘

Robert L. Ryken, One of the Co-Trustees

15 U.§ Army Corps of Engineers (Omaha)

VIA EXPRESS MAIL
Mrs. Gladys E Ryken
Mrs. Linda K. Merkowan
Dr. Mary Ann Ryken
Mr. Sam K. Ryken
Dr. Marvin L. Ryken
1U.5. Senstor Thomas Daschle
.5, Senator Tim Johnson
U.S. Representative John Thune
§.I. Represemative Gary Moore
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INTERESTED PARTY NOTICE LIST

Gladys E. Ryken

Marvin L Ryken, Jr.

Dr. Mary Ann Ryken Wilcox

Linda K. Merkwan

Sam K. Ryken
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APPENDIX A: LEGISLATION

PUBLIC LAW 95-625 - NOV. 10, 1978

92 STAT. 3529

ADDITION OF MISSOURI SEGMENT
SEC. 707. Section 8(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act is amended
by adding the following new paragraph at the end thereof :
"(22) MISSOURI RIVER, NEBRASKA SOUTH DAKOTA.— The segment
from Gavins Point Dam, South Dakota, fifty-nine miles downstream
to Ponca State Park, Nebraska, as generally depicted in the document
entitled “Review Report for Water Resources Development, South
Dakota, Nebraska, North Dakota, Montana,” prepared by the Division
Engineer, Missouri River Division, Corps of Engineers, dated August
1977 (hereinafter in this paragraph referred to as the “August 1977
Report™). Such segment shall be administered as a recreational river
by the Secretary. The Secretary shall enter into a written cooper-
time agreement with the Secretary of the Army (acting through the
Chief of Engineers) for construction and maintenance of bank stabi-
lization work and appropriate recreational development. After public
notice and consultation with the State and local governments, other
interested organizations and associations, and the interested public, the
Secretary shall take such action as is required pursuant to subsection
(b) within one year from the date of enactment of this section, In
administering such river, the Secretary shall, to the extent, and in a
manner, consistent with this section —
“(A) provide (1) for the construction by the United States of
such recreation river features and streambank stabilization struc-
tures as the Secretary of the Army (acting through the Chief
of Engineers) deems necessary and advisable in connection with
the segment designated by this paragraph, and (ii) for the opera-
tion and maintenance of all streambank stabilization structures
constructed in connection with such segment (including both
structures constructed before the date of enactment of this para-
graph and structures constructed after such date, and including
both structures constructed under the authority of this section
and structures constructed under the authority of any other Act);
and
“(B) permit access for such pumping and associate pipelines
as may be necessary to assure an adequate supply of water for
owners of land adjacent to such segment and for fish, wildlife,
and recreational uses outside the river corridor established
pursuant to this paragraph.
The streambank structures to be constructed and maintained under
subparagraph (A) shall include, but not be limited to, structures at
such sites as are specified with respect to such segment on pages 62
and 68 of the August 1977 Report, except that sites for such structures
may be relocated to the extent deemed necessary by the Secretary of
the Army (acting through the Chief of Engineers) by reason of
physical changes in the river or tiver area. The Secretary of the Army
{acting through the Chief of Engineers) shall condition the construction

243
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or maintenance of any streambank stabilization structure or of

any recreational river feature at any site under subparagraph (A)

(1) upon the availability to the United States of such land and inter-

ests in land in such ownership as he deems necessary to carry out such

construction or maintenance and to protect and enhance the river in

accordance with the purposes of this Act. Administration of the river Recreational
segment designated by this paragraph shall be in coordination with, River Advisory
and pursuant to the advice of a Recreational River Advisory Group Group.

which may be established by the Secretary. Such Group may include

in its membership, representatives of the affected States and political

subdivisions thereof, affected Federal agencies, and such organized

private groups as the Secretary deems desirable. Not withstanding the Lands and
authority to the contrary contained in subsection 6(a) of this Act, no interests,

Jand or interests in land may be acquired without the consent of the acquisition.
owner: Provided, That not to exceed 5 per centum of the acreage 16 USC 1277.
within the designated river boundaries may be acquired in less than

fee title without the consent of the owner, in such instance of the Secre-

tary's determination that activities are occurring, or threatening to

accur thereon which constitute serious damage or threat to the

integrity of the river corridor, in accordance with the values for which

this river was designated. For purposes of carrying out the provisions  Appropriation
of this Act with respect to the river designated by this paragraph, authorization.
there are authorized to be appropriated not to exceed $21,000,000, for

acquisition of lands and interests in lands and for development.”

244



Appendix A: Legislation

ANALYSIS QF THE STATUTE THAT DESIGNATED
THE GAVINS POINT DAM TO PCNCA STATE PARK REACH
OF THE MISSQURI RIVER AS A RECREATIONAL RIVER

On November 10, 1978, President Carter signed Public Law 95-625 into law
which, in part, amended the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 16 U.S.C. 1271 et. seq.,
by adding a 59-mile reach of the Missouri River to the Wild and Scenic Rivers
System. The purpose of this paper is to analyze the statute that designated
that reach of the Missouri River by utilizing the legislative history of this
statute and the other applicable sections of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
{the Act).

Portion of the Statute

Section 3({a). The following rivers and the land adjacent therstoc
are hereby designated as components of the national wild and scenic
rivers system: .

(22) Missouri River, Nebraska, South Dakota.—The segment from
Gavins Point Dam, South Dakota, 59 miles downstream to Ponca State
Park, Nebraska, as generally depicted in the decument entitled
Review Report for Water Resources Development, South Dakota,
Nebrasxa, North bakota, Montana prepared by the Division Engineer,
Missouri River Division, Corps of Engineers, dated August 1977
(hereinafter in this paragraph referxred to as the "August 1977
Report”). Such segment shall be administered as a recreational
river by the Secretary.

Interpretation

The segment of the Missouri River discussed in the August 1977 Report is the
59.05-mile reach immediately below Gavins Point Dam at the 1965 river mile
811.05 downstream to Ponca State Park, Nebraska, at the 1965 river mile 752,
(Appendix 1, at E-93). This reach is the segment that this legislation desig-
nates for protection as a Recreational River. Due to physical changes in the
river channel the reach between Gavins Foint Dam ro Penca State Park may not
be 59.05 miles at this point in time. This does not Present a preoblem because
the statute provides the flexibility to allow for such difference where it
states that the designated segment is that which is "generally depicted" in
the August 1977 Report.

Rivers designated for inclusion in the wild and scenic rivers system may be
classified as wild, scenic, or recreational. The basic differences between
these are the amount of manmade development allowed and the degree of accessi-
bility. A river classified as recreational, such as the subject reach, may
have the greatest amount of such development and is to be readily accessible
by road or railroad, Section 2(b) (3).

All the rivers in the system must be freeflowing and the related adjacent
land must possess at least one of the following: "outstandingly remarkable
scenic, recreational, geclogic, fish and wildlife, histeric, cultural, or
other similar wvalues,"” Section 2{(b). The August 1977 Report describes in
detail the values of this recreational river segment and states the conclusion
that the values that made this segment eligible £for designaticn are the
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outstandingly remarkable recreatienal, fish and wildlife, esthetic, histeorical,
and cultural values, {Appendix 1, at E-113). In urging designation of this
reach of the Missouri River both Congresswoman Smith and Senator McGovern
stressed that these were the values that needed to he protected and enhanced.
124 Cong. Rec. E3529 (1978) and 166 Cong. Rec. 518526-9 {(daily ed. October 12,
1978).

The Secretary of the Interior is mandated to administer the river in a manner
that will "protect and enhance the wvalues which caused it to be included” in
the system, Section 1l0(a}, for the venefit and enjoyment of present and future
generations, Section 1(b}. Therefore, the recreational, f£fish and wildlife,
esthetic, historical, and cultural values described in the August 1977 Report
are to be protected and enhanced. The freeflowing condition of this reach Is
also to be preserved andé protected, Section l(b}. Acticns taken to carry out
the authorities granted by the Act or actions limited by the act must be
exercised in a manner that is consistent with such protection, enhancement, or
preservation.

Although Congress has given the Secretary of the Interior the duty to adminis-
ter this river, this responsibitity may be delegated. If the Secretary of the
Interior delegates his administrative responsibility to the Park Service, the
recreational river must become part of the National Park System, and if that
responsibility is delegated to the Fish and Wildlife Service, it must become
part of the National Wildlife Refuge System, Section 10(c). In these situa-
tions, the recreational river will then be subject to the laws covering the
National Park System or the National Wildlife Refuge System as well as the
provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

A state or local government may participate in the administration of the river
if the Secretary enters into a cooperative agreement with the state or local
government for such participation. The Secretary is to encourage the coopera-
tion of the state and local geovernments in the planning and administration of
the river segments which include or are adjacent to any state or county-owned
tands, Section 10(e). This cooperative effort may be accompliished through tne
use of the Recreaticnal River Advisory Group {discussed below).

Portion of the Statute

The Secretary shall enter into a written cooperative agreement with
the Secretary of the Army (acting through the Chief of Engineers)
for construction and maintenance ©of bank stabilization work and
appropriate recreational development. After public notice and con-
sultation with the state and local governments, other interested
organizations and asseciations, and the interested public, the Sec-
retary shall take such action as is required pursuant to supsection (b)
within one year from the date of enactment of this section.

Interpretation

The Corps of Engineers (Corps) is responsible for constructing and maintaining
bank stabilization works and recreational facilities. The Corps is to carry
out this responsibility through a written cooperative agreement entered into
by the Secretary of the Interior and the Chief of Engineers. That agreement
may delineate the details of the Corps’ responsibility. The legislative
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intent of this section, as stated by Senator McGovern in the October 12, 1978,
Congressional Record at S18528, is that the Corps is to be responsible for the
twe specified functions of bank stabilization and recreational development but
is not necessarily limited to these functions. The Secretary of the Interior
has the discretionary authority to delegate to the Corps a greater involvement
in the management of the river, including the day-to-day routine management
responsibility. Therefore, the cooperative agreement could cover responsi-
bitities in addition to bank stabilization and recreational facilities. How-
ever, both House and Senate subcommittees made it clear in informal conversa-
tions that the Secretary of the Interior was to retain ultimate administration
authority and that such authority could not be delegated to the Corps,

The actions the Secretary of the Interior must take by November 10, 1979, are
delineated in Section 3(b), and are as follows: (1) establishing detailed
boundaries of the recreational river, (2) preparing a management plan, and
(3} publishing the boundaries and management plan in the Federal Register
which will become effective 90 days after being forwarded to the President of
the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives. The area within
the recreational river boundaries shall include an average of not more than
320 acres per mile on both sides of the river.

The Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service has been directed by the Sec-
retary of the Interior to carry out these three actions. These are to be done
in consultation with Nebraska, South Dakota, and local governments. The
interested organizations and public also are to be informed that these actions
are being taken and are to be consulted. Public meetings or other appropriate
means may be used to consult and communicate with the organizations and the
interested public,

The management plan may establish varying degrees of intensity of protection
and development but the plan must provide for the pretection and enhancement
of the recreational, fish and wildlife, and the other wvalues for which this
river was designated, and for the preservation of its freeflowing condition,
Section l0(a). Uses which do not substantially interfere with the public use
and enjoyment of these values may be permitted, if those uses are consistent
with such protsection, enhancement, and preservation. These uses can be
delineated in the management plan and a mechanism can be established for per-
mitting compatible uses.

The land or interests in land that need to be acquired to protect, enhance,
and preserve the river's values may be detailed in the management plan. How-
ever, Section 6(a) places a limitation on such acquisition by limiting the
lands on which fee title may be acquired to an average of not more than 100
acres per mile on both sides of the river.

Secticn 7(a) of this Act additionally protects this reach by prehibiting any
manner of federa! asgsistance for a water resource project that would have a
direct and adverse effect on the values for which this river was designated.
However, projects above or below this recreational river reach which will not
unreasonably diminish these values may be permitted.

Portion of the Statute

In administering such river, the Secretary shall, to the extent, and
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in a manner, consistent with this section—
" (A) provide (i) for the construction by the United States of
such recreation river features and streambank stabilization
structures as the Secretary of the Army {acting through the Chief
of Engineers) deems necessary and advisable in connection with
the segment designated by this paragraph. and (ii) for the copera-
tion and maintenance of all streambank stabilization structures
constructed in connection with such segment (including both
structures before the date of enactment of this paragraph and
structures constructed after such date, and including both struc-
tures constructed under the authority of this section and struc-
tures constructed under the authority of any other Act): and ., . .

Interpretation

The Secretary of the Interior is to consult with the Corps with a view to
determining what recreational facilities and streambank stabilization struc-
tures the Chief of Engineers deems necessary and advisable to construct. When
the Secretary of the Interior, wha has the ultimate responsibility for adminis-
tration, concurs in the Chief's determination the Secretary is to have such
facilities or stabilization structures constructed pursuant to the cooperative
agreement. Such concurrence is to be consistent with the Secretary's affirma-
tive duty to protect, enhance, and preserve the river's values. This division
of responsibility may be clarified further in the cooperative agreement between
the Secretary of the Interior and the Corps.

The operation and maintenance referred to in (ii} gives the Secretary of the
Interior the responsibility to operate and maintain streambank stabilization
structures constructed in this reach that the Secretary may authorize under
this Act, that have been authorized under the Naticnal Streambank Erosicn
Prevention and Control Demonstration Program, P. L. 93-251 and P. L. 94-587,
or structures constructed under the authorities of any other Act.

Any streambank stabilization structures or recreational river facilities con-
structed or maintained under the authority of this Act may be subject to the
conditions discussed below.

Portion of the Statute

"(8) permit access for such pumping and associated pipelines as may
be necessary to assure an adeguate supply of water for owners of
land adjacent to such segment and for fish, wildlife, and recrea-
tional uses outside the river corridor established pursuant to this
paragraph.

Interpretation

The Secretary is to permit access for water pipes, pumps, irrigation intakes,
etc.; however, that permission must be consistent with the Secretary's res-
ponsibilities to protect, enhance, and presetve the values which caused this
river to be included in the wild and scenic rivers system. This may invelve
putting stipulations in a permit regarding noise limitatiens, visual screen-
ing, or other protective measures. The mcchanism that will be utilized to
grant or deny such access .may be developed as part of the management plan. If
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the pumping and pipelines also involve the discharge of dredge or fill
material, a Section 404 permit also may be required.

Section 13(g) of this Act authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to grant
easements and rights~of-way for other purposes and to include protective
stipulations in those easements or rights-of-way.

Portion of the Statute

The streambank structures to be constructed and maintained under
subparagraph (A) shall include, but not be limited to, structures at
such sites as are specified with respect to such segment on pages 62
and €3 of the August 1977 Report, except that sites for such struc-
tures may be relocated tc the extent deemed necessary by the Secre-
tary of the Army (acting through the Chief of Engineers} by reason
of physical changes in the river or river area.

Interpretation

The sites that are listed on pages 62 and 63 are as follows:

Site Right The legislation does not
Location limit the stabilization
or Left Name of Area .
1960 Bank structures teo the sites
River Mile listed to the left. If
755.5 Left Elk Point there are physical changes
759.0 Right Ionia Bend in the river that make
760.5 Right Ionia Bend stabilization at these
764.5 Left Bolton Bend sites unnecessary or other
767.0 Right Ryan Bend sites preferable, the
771.0 Left Vermillion River Chute Secretary of the Interior
772.5 Left Fairview has the discretionary au-
775.0 Right Mulberry Bend thority to provide for the
777.0 Left Mulberry Point stabllization of other
779.0 Right North Alabama Point sites. The actual con-
781.0 Left Clay County Park struction and maintenance
783.5 Left Vermillion Boat Club is to be carried out by
784.0 Right Brooky Bottom Road the Corps according to the
786.0C Left Vermillion Boat Club Area 2 terms of the cooperative
790.0 Left Audubon Bend agreement. Changes in
794.0 Left 5t. Helena Bend sites or additiens of
796.5 Left Goat Island sites for other than physi-
798.5 Right | Cedar County Park cal changes in the river
B00.0 Right Campbells Point are covered by subsection
80l1.0 Left James River (A){i) which states that the
803.0 Right Yankton Reach Corps is te decide what
804.0 Left Rush Island structures are necessary
BG5.7 Right Beaver Creek and advisakle, However,
806.0 Left Yankton Riverfront such changes are subject
806.6 Left Sacred Heart Hospital to the Secretary of the

Interior's ultimate admin-
istrative authority cover the river and limitations of the Act that the
administration of the river must be in a manner that will protect, enhance,
and preserve the river's values.
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Portion of the Statute

The Secretary of the Army (acting through the Chief of Engineers)
¢hall condition the construction or maintenance of any streambank
stabilization structure or of any recreational river feature at any
site under subparagraph (A) (i) upon the availability to the United
states of such land and interests in land in such ownership as he
deems necessary to carry out such construction or maintenance and to
protect and enhance the river in accordance with the purpese of this

Act.

Interpretation

Since this legislation puts limits on the exercise of the condemnation powers
of the United States government, the intent of this sentence is to assure,
that at a minimum, the land or interests in land necessary to protect,
enhance, and preserve fish and wildlife, and other values will be acquired at
the sites that may be stabilized under the authority of the subject amendment.
Congress intended that there be a “guid pro guo.” This was explained by
Senator MeGovern in his statement in the October 12, 1978, Congressional
Record, at 518529, that "If a landowner wants to protect his property with
sank stabilization and sush a stabilization plan is authorized under the con-
ditions of this amendment, then that streambank protection is conditioned upon
his making an acceptable amount of acreage within the river corridor available
for protection of wildlife habitat and other values for which this designation
is intended." This assurance was deemed necessary to meet the concern
expressed by the Fish and Wildlife Service that the then existing wildlife
habitat would be cleared for agricultural purposes once the banks were
stabilized.

This sentence means that land or interests in land deemed necessary must be
made available to the United States before any stabilization site can be con-
structed or maintained by the Corps under the authority of this Act. The
Corps is to determine which land or interests in land is necessary to protect,
enhance, and preserve the fish and wildlife, and other valuwes. However, again
this determination is subject to the Secretary of the Interior's ultimate
authority to administer the recreatiocnal river. Any interests in land acgquired
in this manner must be acguired in the name of the United States for such
interest probably could not be legally transferred at a later date.

The words “lands and interests in land in such ownership" mean that if a land-
owner has 1 mile of land that is to be stabilized but that landovmer owns
additional acreage in the designated boundaries, the United States can condi~-
tion that additional acreage to protect, enhance, and preserve the river. The
land or interests in land that are made available to the United States may be
grants of land in fee simple absolute, easements, or other types of real
property interests. The land or interests in land may be sold or donated to
the United States (authority to accept donations is in Section 6(f)], or may
be made available by other means that are acceptable to the Corps and the
Secretary of the Interior.

Portion of the Statute

Administration of the river segment designated by this paragraph
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shall be in coordipation with, and Pursuant to the advice of a
Recreational River Advisory Group which may be established by the
Secretary. Such Group may include in its membership representatives
of the affected states and political subdivisions thereof, affected
federal agencies, and such organized private groups as the Secretary
deems desirable. .

Interpretation

The intent of the above is to assure the continued involvement of the private
local citizen groups, and the affected local state and federal agencies and to
provide a mechanism for that involvement in the management of the river, The
Recreational River Advisory Group is to assist the Secretary of the Interior
in the administration of the river by acting in an advisory capacity and in
such‘capacicy participating in the decisionmaking process regarding the
management of the river.

Portion of the Statute

Notwithstanding the authority to the cantrary contained in sub-
section 6(a) of this Act, no land or interests in land may be
acguired without the consent of the owner: Provided, That not to
exceed 5 per centum of the acreage within the designated river
boundaries may be acquired in less than fee title without the con-
sent of the owner, in such instance of the Secretary's determination
that activities are occurring, or threatening to occur thercon which
constitutes serious damage or threat to the integrity of the river
corridor, in accordance with the values for which this river was
designated.

Interpretation
The authority in Section 6{a) that is limited by the above sentence states:

The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture are
each authorized to acguire lands and interescs in land within the
authorized boundaries of any component of the national wild and
Scenic rivers system designated in section 3 of the Act, or here-
after designated for inclusion in the system by Act of Congress,
which is administered by him

The above authority of the Secretary of the Interior to acguire lands or
interests in land includes the authority to use the power of eminent domain.
HHowever, that power is specifically limited by this subsection. In the situa-
tion where the Secretary would use his power of eminent domain, it cannot be
used to acgquire fee title or to acquire more than 5 percent of the acreage of
the river and the adjacent lands that will be within the designated river
boundaries. The acreage to which the 5 percent limit applies does not include
land in public ownership or land or interosts in land that are made available
to the United States as a condition of the construction or maintcnance of a
stabilization structure. Public ownersnip includes land owned by the lecal,
state, or federal government.

For the secretary of the Interior to exercise his power of eminent domain
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within 5 percent of the acreage, the Secretary must first determine that acti-
vities are occurring or are threatening to occur which would seriously damage
or threaten the recreational, fish and wildlife, esthetic, or the other values
for which the river was designated.

This Act further limits the condemnation power in Section &(c} which states:

{c) Neither the Secretary of the Interior nor the Secretarv of
Agriculture may acquire lands by condemnation, for the purpese of
including such lands in any national wild, scenic, or recreational
river area, if such lands are located within any incorporated city,
village, or borough which has in force and applicable to such lands
a duly adopted valid zoning ordinance that conforms with the purposes
of this act.

The Secretary of the Interior may determine that a zoning crdinance is suffi-
cient to protect the river's values and in that event the above limit would
become effective. No specific guidelines have been established for evaluating
zoning ordinance.

Portion of the Statute

For purposes of carrying out the provisions of this Act with respect
to the river designated by this paragraph, there are authorized to
be appropriated net to exceed $21,000,000, for acquisition oi lands
and interests in lands and for development.

Interpretaticn

Congress has authorized $21,000,000 for the acquisition of land and interests
in land and for the streambank stabilization, recreational facilities, and
other develogpments that are outlined in the management plan. The involved
federal agencies must go through the appropriation process pefore thlis money
is available for their use.
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Fourteen general plant communities were identified and mapped for the 1978 Missouri National Recreational
River. Wetland community types were identified using U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service —National Wetlands
Inventory data, which consisted of 125 wetland categories, These categories were further classified by the
Nebraska Game and Parks Natural Heritage Program to come up with the 10 wetland types defined below, The
remaining 4 plant community types (terrestrial system) were derived through classification of satellite imagery by
the Nebraska Natural Resource Commission.

The actual community types used for this project are numbered 1-14 below, along with general descriptions of
the palustrine, riverine, and terrestrial systems:

Palustrine System - This includes all wetlands dominated by trees, shrubs and persistent emergents. It also
includes wetlands lacking such vegetation, but with ali of the following three characteristics: 1) areas less than 20
acres, 2) active wave-formed or bedrock shoreline features absent, and 3) water depth in the deepest part of the
basin less than 2 m.

1 Palustrine aquatic bed (PAB) - This includes wetlands dominated by plants that grow principally on
or beneath the water surface. (Found along some portions of the unchannelized Missouri. Some Jarm
ponds are also this type)

2 Palustrine unconsolidated bottom (PUB) — This includes all wetlands with at least 25% cover of
particles smaller than stones, and vegetative cover less than 30% . (No areas of this wetland type could
be found on NWI maps, it may be of minor importance)

3 Palustrine emergent temporarily flooded (PEMA) — These are emergent wetlands where surface
water is present for brief periods during the growing season, but the water table usually lies well below
the soil surface for most of the year. (Most commonly found as small pockets of wetlands in the
Missouri River floodplain. Probably dominated by a combination of wetland and upland plants)

4 Palustrine emergent seasonally and semipermanently flooded (PEMC-F) — These are
emergent wetlands where surface water is present for extended periads of the growing season
(seasonally flooded) through the entire growing season (semipermanently flooded). These are
emergent marsh areas very common along the Missouri river. Probably dominated by cattails,
bulrushes, arrowhead, etc.)

5 Palystrine scrub/shrub (PSS) — This includes wetlands dominated by woody vegetation less than 6 m
tall. This includes true shrubs and young or stunted trees. (This consists of stands of willow and other
shrub species and young cottonwoods. Most commonly found along the Missouri river.

6 Palustrine forested (PFO) - This includes wetlands dominated by woody vegetation that is 6 m or
taller. (This consists of stands of wet forests along the Missouri River. Dominant tree is likely
cottonwood)

7 Palustrine unconsolidated shore (PUS) - This includes all wetland habitais having three

characteristics: 1) unconsolidated substrates with less than 75% areal cover of stones, boulders, or
bedrock; 2) less than 30% areal cover of vegetation other than pioneering plants; and 3) any of the
following water regimes: irregularly exposed, regularly flooded, irregularly flooded, seasonally flooded,
temporarily flooded, intermittently flooded, saturated, or artificially flooded. Unconsolidated shores are
characterized by substrates lacking vegetation except for pioneering plants that become established
during brief periods when growing conditions are favorable. Erosion and deposition by waves and
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currents produce a number of landforms such as beaches, bars, and flats, ail or which are included in this
category. (This type is found at a few areas of the unchannelized Missouri River where it is almost
always associated with PSS wetlands. It appears to be indicating sparsely vegetated areas that are only
seasonally flooded. A few farm ponds are also this type)

Riverine System — This includes all wetlands and deepwater habitats contained within a channel with the
exception of wetlands dominated by trees, shrubs, and persistent emergents. Water is usually, but not always,
flowing in the Riverine System. Upland islands or palustrine wetlands may occur in the channel, but they are not

included in this system.

8

10

Riverine, lower perennial, unconsolidated shore (R2US) - Lower perennial rivers include low
gradient rivers where the water velocity is slow. The substrate consists mainly of sand and mud.
Unconsolidated shore includes habitats having three characteristics: 1) unconsolidated substrates with
less than 75% areal cover of stones, boulders, or bedrock; 2) less than 30% areal cover of vegetation
other than pioneering plants; and 3) any of the following water regimes: irregularly exposed, regularly
flooded, irregularly flooded, seasonally flooded, temporarily flooded, intermittently flooded, saturated,
or artificially flooded. Unconsolidated shores are characterized by substrates lacking vegetation except
for pioneering plants that become gstablished during brief periods when growing conditions are
favorable. Erosion and deposition by waves and currents produce a number of tandforms such as
beaches, bars, and flats, all of which are included in this category. {(Sandbars in the rivers)

Riverine, lower perennial, unconsolidated bottom (R2UB) - Lower perennial rivers include low
gradient rivers where the water velocity is slow. The substrate consists mainly of sand and mud.
Unconsolidated bottoms are characterized by the lack of large stable surfaces for plant and animal
attachment. This includes all areas with at least 25% cover of particles smaller than stones, and
vegetative cover less than 30% . (This is the main channel of the Missouri River)

Riverine intermittent (R4) — This includes streams where the channel contains flowing water for only
part of the year. When the water is not flowing, it may remain in isolated pools or surface water may be
absent. (This includes all small streams, Such as the James and Vermillion Rivers and Bow Creek.)

Terrestrial System - These are upland areas.

11

12

13

14

Croplands — This includes both irrigated and nonirrigated row crops and alfalfa fields.

Pasture/Rangelands — This includes loess mixed-grass prairie on the loess-soiled bluffs of the Missouri
and Niobrara Rivers. Dominant grasses in this community include big and little bluestem in meister and
dricr sites, respectively, blue and sideoats grama, needlegrasses, June grass and others. This category
also included areas of wet-mesic prairie in river floodplains and areas of tallgrass prairie on rolling to
level, deep-soiled upland sites. Dominant grasses in these two prairie types include big bluestem, Indian
grass, switchgrass and Canada wildrye. Prairie cordgrass and bluejoint may also be prominent in wet-
mesic prairies. Both grazed and hayed areas of the above grassland types are included here. Brome
fields and planted warm-season grasses are also included here.

Floodplain forest — This includes all forests in floodplains of rivers and major streams not designated
as palustrine communities by the NWL These forests arc probably somewhat drier than the forested
palustrine communities. Cottonwood is the dominant tree species in this community, but green ash,
boxelder, American elm, black walnut, honey locust and hackberry may also be prominent.

Upland forest — This includes all forests on uplands. Dominant trees are bur oak and basswood.
American and red elm, black walnut, green ash, eastern red cedar and hackberry may also be prominent.
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APPENDIX C: 1980 COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT BETWEEN
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

II. THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, ACTING TEROUGE TEE ASSISTANT
SECRETARY FOR FISE AND WILDLIFE AND PARKS, Will:

{A) Adcinigter the designated segment &5 & Recreational River
under the provisions of the act;

(B) Initiate efforts to establish a Recreational River Advisory
Croup which may include members representing those organizations
1deatified in section 3(a)(22) of the act and define the duries
and responsibilities of the Recreations! River Advisory Group;

{C) TUpon request, provide technical sssistance to the U.S.
Aroy Corps of Engineers in those instances whers the Department
of the Interior has unique capability by virtue of lav or special
expertise required for planning and implementation of the act;

(D) Determipe, vpon potification by the Secretary of the Army
{acting through the Chief of Engineers), or otherwise, if activi-
ties are occurring or threatening to occur along the designated
river segzent which constitute serious darmage or threat to the valueg
for which the segment was designated; and

(B) Submit budget requirements through normal Departmental
chacnels,

I1I. THE SECRETARY (F TRE ARMY, ACTING THROUGH TEE CEIEF OF ENGI-

NEEZS,
WIlL:

(4) Submit budget requirements for project planning, acquisi=-
tion of lands and interests in lands, development of Interpretive
facilitlies and features, and constructiom of recreatiorcal and streap-

bank stabilization;

(B) Submit budget requiremeats for operations, maintenance
and replacement of such features and facilities;

(C) ¥otify the representative of the Secretary of the Interior
and other members of the Recreatiozal River Advisory Group about
activities that sre occurring along the designated river Segment
vhich constitute a threat to the values for which the river vas
designated and to land and interests in land acquired by the United
States, and make recormeadations concerning the issuance of a deter—
mination by the Secretary of the Interior as provided for in Article

II(D) of this Agreement; and
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(D} Notify Interior of the congressiocal budge: hearings on the
Recreational River so that Inrerior will be able to testify,

IV. TEE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY, ACTING THROUGH THE CEIEF OF ENGINEERS,
SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATIONS WILL:

(A) Conduct or csuse to be conducted during detailed planning
snd design for implementation of the Recreational River Management
Plan (incorporated herein by reference), and in coordinaticn with
appropriate agencies of the Department of the Imterior:

1. A survey to determine the sites of historical and archeolegical
resources woich may be located within the river corridor;

2. A visusl resource analysis to identify any outstandingly
tremarkable scenic areas vhich should be protected ss part of the

Recreatiopsl Ed{ver;

3. An inveatory and sssessment of wildlife rescurce values
vhich should be protected and enbanced to maintain those qualities
which led to designation of the segment; and

4. A mineral resource iInvenzory and analysils for managezent
of these resources.

() Determine the extent and location of streamback stabilization
structures and other works necessary to control ercsion and the legal
{nterest in lands required for the construction znd maiptenance
of such wvorks;

(C) Further determine, prior to the initiation of comstructionm
(or the Federal assumption of maintenance), of any streacbank
stabilization structure, the extent of additional related lands
or legal interests in lands within the same ownership which are
rTequired to protect and enhance the river in accordance with the

purposes of the act;

(D) Conditicn the comstruction or maiptenance of any streambank
gtabilization structure, other works pecessary to control eresiom, or
of any recreational river feature, upon the availability to the Uaited
States of such land and interests In land in such ownership as is
deemed mecessary to caITy out such construction and maintepance and
to protect and enhance the river in accordance with the purposes of
the act.

(E} Acquire in the name of the United States such additional lacds and
legal interests in lands required to carry out the river preservatiom
and recreationsl purposes of the act in sccordanpce with portal rTesl
estate practices of the Corps of Engioeers, section 3(a)(22) of the
act, and the requirerents of Public Law 91-646;
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(F) Design, cocstruct, operate, and maintain the recreatlon and
interpretive features in conscnance with the Recreaticnal River
Managemect Plar;

(G} Design, comstruct, operate and maintain streambank
stabilization and river preservationm structures;

(E) Seek written cocperative agresments for State or local
govercmental participation as provided for by section 10(e) of the
act; and

(I) TFailing to negotiate adeguate protectlon or willing cessation
of activities which threaten the land or interests in land acquired
by the United States or which threaten the values for which the
Tiver segment was designated, as determined by the Secrestary of
the Interier, exercise emiment domsin or other appropriate remedy
to prevent or tertinate such sdverse activities,

V. RENEGOTIATION OR TERMINATION
Elther party pay izitiare renmegotiation or terminatiom of this

agreenent by 30 days written nmotice.

U.S. Department of the Interier

By Valwo
Robert L. y (Date)
Assistarg

U.S.

w_Q7han s 2, [r/
J,.W, MorTis (Ddre)

isutenant General, USA
ief of Engipeers
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404 Permits Within MNRR

Appendix D: Bank Stabilization

802.75 SD Jul-76 irrig intake
T T 80225 NE Nov-94 irrig intake
802 NE Oct-92 irrig intake
801.8 S0 Jul-80 irfig intake
801.5 S0 Jul-78 irig intake
801 NE Sep-92 irrig intake
800.9 8D N Mar-81 bank stab
800.75 i S0 ! Aug-91 boat ramp
800.6 SD ‘ Mar-96 bank stab
800.5 SD ! Mar-90 bank stab
8004 sD Mar-82 irrig intake
800 S0 May-31 bank stab
799.3 NE . Mar-94 bank stab
798.8 NE i Jun-98 ; bank stab
798.8 NE Aug-95 i bank stab
798.68 sD Jul-76 : bank stab
798.6 sD Mar-78 ifrig intake
798.2 | SD Mar-78 irrig intake
798.1 | sD Mar-81 bank stab
797.7 [ SD Mar-78 irrig intake
797.5 i SD Aug-78 Section 32 structure*
797.4 ' SO Mar-78 irrig intake
797.1 SD Dec-91 bank stab
795.7 sD May-83 i bank stab
795.7 i sD Mar-54 E bank stab
795.5 ! S0 Aug-78 i Section 32 structure
795.3 : SD Mar-94 ! Section 32 sructure
795.1 i so .1 Apr-83 ] Section 32 repair
794.9 i 5D | Aug-85 | bank stab
794.8 ; sD | Nov-85 bank stab
791.8 I sD [ Jul-92 bank stab
7914 | SD i Jui-§2 bank stab
‘7913 ! sh Aug-92 ! bank stab
790.4 i 8D May-89 dredge filt
790 | NE ; Jul-96 boat dock
789.3 ; S0 Dec-81 bank stab
789.3 SD Jun-81 irrig intake
7871 SD May-85 bank stab
787 SD Dec-96 bank stab
787 SD Jul-86 boat ramp
788.7 SD Cec-96 boat ramp
786.35 SD Mar-83 bank stab
786.3 SD Aug-81 bank stab
786.25 SD Mar-83 bank stab
786.1 SD Jun-82 bank stab
786 8D Mar-97 bank stab
786 le] Feb-80 Section 32 structure
785.81 50 Jun-84 bank stab
785.91 SD Jan-97 boat ramp

* The Section 32 projects are sach a series of structures within a 4-nyle arzu. which sxplaing why repair nver miles may vary from onginal

river miles.

Page
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404 Permits Within MNRR

785.9 sSD Apr-90 : boat dock
7859 S0 ' May-96 boat ramp
7858 ) : Sep-95 “’bank stab
785.7 NE Apr-85 . boat ramp
785.68 SD May-83 boat ramp
785.6 NE . Sep-95 bank stab
785.6 ! SD . Aug-96 ' bank stab
785.57 NE ! Qct-95 bank stab
785.2 ' S0 B Jul-90 boat ramp
785 i NE ! Aug-95 bank stab
785 ' NE 1 QOct-95 : bank stab
785 5D Dec-96 bank stab
784.95 sD Feb-83 . irrig intake
784,75 SD Dec-81 | irrig intake
784.7 SD Oct-85 | irrig intake
784.61 SD Aug-81 ; boat ramp
784,61 sD Nov-81 i irrig intake
784.5 sD Oct-92 ! boat dock
784.2 NE Jun-96 bark stab
784 NE Aug-95 bank stab
784 NE Aug-96 bank stab
783.9 NE Oct-83 | bank siab
783.25 SD Mar-97 ; bank stab
783 SD Jun-96 bank stab
782.5 8D Feb-80 Section 32 structure
782 sD Jul-95 bank stab
781.75 SD Apr-97 i bank stab
781.25 NE Oct-96 i bank stab
781.25 NE Jul-95 : boat dock
781.2 ) SD Jul-87 i bank stab
781.1 | SO Jan-97 | bank stab
780.85 8D Jun-g85 1 bank stab
780.85 $D May-82 i bank stab
780.85 8D Jun-92 | boat ramp
775 NE Jul-79 : Section 32 structure
775 NE Nov-93 : boat ramp
7745 NE . Jul-78 : irrig intake
7741 . SD ! Feb-95 . iTig intake
774 : D | Jun-96 bank stab
772 sD Feb-80 Section 32
771.55 sD Mar-94 Section 32 repair
7711 : SD Mar-94 , Section 32 repair
769.8 SD : Mar-88 ; boat dock
769.5 SO i Feb-80 1 Saction 32 structure
769.3 sD Aug-85 Section 32 repair
769.3 sD Jun-76 boat dock
768.85 S0 Jul-95 bank stab
768.85 SD Feb-81 boat dock
768.8 SD Jul-95 bank stab

* The Section 2 projects are each 2 senes of sTuctures within a 4-mile ares. which explaina why repair river miles may vary from original
fiver mites. Page 3
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404 Permits Within MNRR
768.568 SO Sep-77 Seclion 32 struciure
768.8 NE May-78 bank stab T
768 NE Aug-95 bankstab  ~
768 NE May-81 irrig intake T
767 S0 i Sep-77 Section 32 structure
765.95 sD Jun-78 road
763.4 SD : Dec-86 boat ramp
762.8 . SD i Sep-77 : irrig intake
757 NE Mar-93 bank stab
757 SD : Nov-95 bank stab
757 8D ; Nov-79 bank stab
755.5 SD Jun-88 irrig intake
755.2 8D ‘ Mar-94 Section 32 repair
755 : S0 : Mar-94 ‘ Section 32 repair
754.85 ‘ $D Jan-92 ! boat dock
753.6 | SD Mar-83 | Section 32 structure

* The Section 32 projacts are sach & sanes of structures within a 4-mile area, which explaing why rapair river mies may vary from original
nver miles, Page 4

261



APPENDIX E: U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE LETTER

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services
420 South Garfield Avenue, Suite 400
Pierre, South Dekota 57501-5408

June 25, 1998

MEMORANDUM

To: Director, National Park Service (Attention: Lynn Peterson)
ver, Colorado

From: ‘°¥1eld Supervisor, Ecological Services
South Daketa Field Office; Pierre, South Dakota

Subject: Continued Informal Consultation on the General Management Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement for the 59-Mile Section of the
Missouri National Recreational River

This is in reference to your letter of June 17, 1998, regarding the subject
document which requested an extension of 90 days on the 1ist of endangered,
threatened, and candidate species that appears as Table 5.

The Fish and Wildlife Service {Service) has reviewed the subject Tist and
finds that there have been no changes since our previous Tetter of March 17,
1997. Accordingly, the previous list will remain applicable for the following
90 days. The Service continues to concur with your assessment that
implementation of the General Management Plan will not adversely affect
threatened and endangered species which may occur within the project area. We
would 1ike to alert you to one potential change in the list which may occur
sometime in October or November of 1998. The Topeka shiner is present in both
the Vermillion River and James River watersheds and is currently listed as a
candidate species. We anticipate that this species will be listed as
endangered and may occur within the project area but only as an accidental
occurrence. The Service will advise the National Park Service accordingly
after listing through the informal consultation process.

Also, it is important to remember that the Service has issued a jeopardy
bictogical opinion to the Corps of Engineers regarding the adverse impacts of
their Missouri River operating plans on threatened and endangered species.
Once a jeopardy opinion has been issued, section 7 may preclude further
activities in that ecosystem which may adversely affect those species.
Therefore, a determination of an adverse affect on these species as a result
of implementing the Missouri National Recreational River General Management
Plan would require formal consultation and could result in a Jjeopardy
biological opinion.

If you have further questions concerning section 7 consultation, please feel
free to contact Nell McPhillips of this office at (605) 224-8693, Extension

32.

cc: Field Supervisor, ES; Grand Island, NE
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APPENDIX F: VEGETATION SCREENING

INAPPROPRIATE VEGETATION SCREENING OF HOUSE -
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NEGATIVE VEGETATION SCREENING OF TRAILER HOUSE
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Appendix F: Vegetation Screening

INAPPROPRIATE SETBACK
RIVER DESIGN

PREFERRED SETBACK
RIVER DESIGN

CORRIDOR
VIEW

T

When selectively removing vegetation
for a view of the river, it is best to cut for a downstream view. Maintaining the upstream vegetation

will help to screen structures from the river and will protect the tranquility and enjoyment of your property. The
corridor within which trees and shrubs are selectively removed (X) and should not be wider than 10 to 20 feet.

FILTERED
VIEW

By using a natural
opening, removing a tree
(X) and selectively pruning of shoreland vegetation (P) as shown,

several attractive views can be had while preserving privacy and the natural edge of the river.
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GLOSSARY

100-year floodplain — an area of land where the probability of inundation is once in 100 years

Access — a way of approaching, entering, or using an area; river access includes boat ramps and canoe launches
Adjacent wetlands — the river and its islands and adjacent wetlands within the ordinary high water lines; under
the influence of groundwater or high water, such as areas that would be wet during high releases from dams (see
also Wetlands).

Agricultural land — land used for farming and ranching

Agricultural landscape — land used for farming and ranching, and the associated structures, vegetation, and
livestock that comprise the scene

Backwater (area) — (1) a place where water has moved backward or has been held back or (2) stagnant water in
a small stream or inlet

Biological hot spots — small, intact riverine habitat patches that provide critical functions for a segment of the
ecosystem; could include deep pools for fish habitat, a cold-water tributary junction with a small thermal refuge,
or a small section of complex healthy riverine habitat

Biological resources — includes all of the plants and animals and their habitat

Biotic refuges or refugia — areas with relatively undisturbed, healthy habitat and processes

Bluff — a topographic feature such as a hill, cliff, or embankment with steep slopes rising above the river corridor

Bluff line — the transition point between the steep bluff face and more level terrain at the top of a bluff

Buffer — a method of minimizing the impact of adjacent activities by the use of setbacks, vegetation screening,
and other means

Carrying capacity — the type and level of visitor use that can be accommodated while sustaining the desired
resource and social conditions that complement the purposes of the park units and their management objectives

Commercial development — the creation or placement of buildings or facilities for business purposes, principally
for the sale lease, rental, or trade of products, goods, or services

Corridor — a long, relatively narrow area that is centered on a linear feature, such as a river

Cultural landscape — a geographic area, including both natural and cultural resources, associated with a historic
event, activity, or person

Cultural landscape resources — the components of a landscape that, taken together, provide a scene evocative of
a specific culture

Cultural resources — includes archeological resources, cultural landscapes, historic buildings and structures,
museum objects and archival materials, and ethnographic resources

266



Glossary

Design guidelines — recommendations for scale, form, materials, color, and texture; addresses the aesthetic
issues and blending of new development into the surroundings

Development — includes buildings and recreational facilities, excluding only those associated with agricultural
and public land. Platting land is not development.

Development zone — area in which buildings, recreational facilities, or other development is encouraged
Endangered and threatened species — those plants and animals that are listed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and offered protection under the Endangered Species Act; also state-listed species that are protected

under state law

Environmental education — activities with organized groups (such as schools, scouts, community groups) or
seminar participants; designed to develop understanding, appreciation, and caring for the natural environment

Ethnic group — a cultural group who shares common values, beliefs, and customs

Feed Lot — A permanent confinement area for animals in buildings, pens, or areas that normally are not used for
raising crops or grazing,

GIS — geographic information system, a computerized system for storing, analyzing, and displaying
geographically oriented data, such as vegetation, topography, roads, cultural sites, and land use

Historic properties — any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included on, or
cligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places, including artifacts, records, and material

remains related to such a property or resource

Hydrologic regime — the flow amount and timing/pulsing of water releases from the main stem reservoirs along
the Missouri River.

Interpretation — educational activities designed to reveal meanings and relationships through presentations,
original objects, first-hand experience, or graphic illustrations; activities or media designed to help people

understand, appreciate, and care for the natural and cultural environment

Interpretive media — visual, auditory, and textual products (such as exhibits, films, videos, books, pamphlets)
designed to provide interpretation and education

Lacustrine — standing bodies of water, marshes, etc.

Law enforcement — the act of ensuring that laws or regulations are followed, including rules for management of
visitor use and resource protection

Marina - A dock or basin providing secure moorings for motorboats and other small craft. A marina may offer
supply, repair, and other boating related facilities.

Monitoring — a program established to track the condition of a resource over time or evaluate the effectiveness
of implementation of plan elements

Natural area — an area that visually exhibits primarily nonmanufactured qualities, such as a forest or wetland
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Natural landscape - the natural scene with little modification by man; includes land, water, sky, vegetation,
wildlife, and natural processes such as weather and erosion

Natural materials — naturally occurring substances, not manufactured; stone rather than brick, wood rather than
plastic

Natural resources — assets or values related to the natural world, such as plants, animals, water, air, soils,
geologic features, fossils, and scenic vistas; elements of the environment not created by humans

Nonpoint source pollution — pollution from a broad area, resulting from such things as agricultural pesticides
and fertilizers or from urban activities (oil, salt, etc.).

Open space — includes public and private land that is retained as primarily undeveloped; includes land devoted
to active or passive recreational use or land retained for visual or natural resource protection purposes

Ordinary high water line — the line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water; indicated by physical
characteristics such as a clear, natural line impressed on the bank, shelving, changes in the character of soil,

destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and debris.

Oversight — periodic review of a program’s effectiveness or the success of plan implementation to determine if
objectives are being met; could take place monthly, quarterly, annually, or less often based on the need

Oxbow ~ a U-shaped bend in a river or stream, which can become largely cut off from the main channel and
become a backwater area.

Point-source pollution — pollution from a single source, such as a sewage treatment plant discharge

Prime farmland - one of several kinds of important farmland; best suited to food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed
crops; can be cultivated land, pasture, or woodland; does not include urban or developed or water areas

Recreational resources — those elements of the environment that are used for outdoor recreation purposes;
includes natural and manmade features such as rivers, lakes, parks, and trails

Residential and other private developed areas — areas that include buildings or facilities for residential living or
other private purposes

Resource — something of value to be preserved, protected, and enhanced, such as significant historical,
recreational, scenic, cultural, natural, economic, and scientific resources

Resource management — the art or manner of treating, directing, or handling resources

Restore — to bring back or emulate natural processes and features by correcting detrimental, human-included
habitat alterations

Restoration — the act of restoring
Riparian area (or streamside vegetation buffer zone) - (1) land adjacent to streams where vegetation such as

willow and cottonwood is strongly influenced by presence of water or (2) the transition zone between the flowing
water and terrestrial ecosystems
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River — (1) a flowing body of water or estuary or a section, portion, or tributary thereof, including rivers,
streams, creeks, runs, kills, rills, and small lakes or (2) a natural stream of water larger than a creek and emptying
into an ocean, a lake, or another river

River area — for ariver study, that portion of a river authorized by Congress for study; includes at least .25 mile
from each bank; for designated river, the river and adjacent land within the authorized boundaries

Riverine — pertaining to a river or formed by the action of a river

Riverine-riparian ecosystem — includes the processes and elements that interact throughout the entire riverine
system; generally includes the 100-year floodplain

Riverine system— the entire river network, including tributaries, side channels, sloughs, and intermittent streams
Scenic easement — the right to control the use of land within the authorized boundaries

Sensitive natural areas — includes shorelines, floodplains, wetlands, cndangered or threatened species habitat,
steep slopes, and bluff lines

Significant resources — the area’s important resources as listed in the significance statements, including scenic
vistas; habitat for endangered, threatened, and rare species; exceptional fish and wildlife; scientifically important
fossil deposits; historic and prehistoric cultural resources; visitor use and access areas; and areas that would be
wet under high releases from dams

Stewardship — care of resources to preserve and protect them for future generations

Upland (1) above the floodplain — not to be wetted, (2) land elevated abave other land, as above land along a
river

Undeveloped — Land left in a natural state; unplowed, uncultivated, without roads, buildings, or other
manufactured structures

Watershed — (1) aridge or stretch of high land dividing the areas drained by different rivers or river systems, (2)
the area drained by a river or river system

Watershed or catchment basin — the entire area or basin drained by a distinct strearn or riverine system,
physically separated from other watersheds by ridge-top boundaries

Watershed ecosystem — all of the elements and processes that interact within the catchment basin or watershed,
including the riverine-riparian ecosystem,

Wetland — those areas that are inundated or saturated often and long enough by surface or groundwater to
support vegetation adapted for life in wet soil; includes swamps, marshes, bogs; upper limit is the boundary
between land that is flooded or saturated at some time during the growing season each year and land that is not
flooded.

269




BIBLIOGRAPHY

Botkin, B. A., ed.
1955 A Treasury of Mississippi River Folklore. New York: Crown.

Bureau of Mines, U.S. Department of the Interior, and South Dakota Geological Survey
1993 The Mineral Industry of South Dakota, 1991, by E. K. Petersen and R. H. Hammond. Minerals
Report 37. Vermillion, SD: South Dakota Geological Survey.

Bureau of Qutdoor Recreation, U.S. Department of the Interior
1971 “Missouri River: Gavins Point to Ponca State Park: Recommendation for Inclusion under Section
5(d) of the Wiid and Scenic Rivers Act.”

Chaney, E., W. Elmore, and W. Platts,
1990 “Livestock Grazing on Western Riparian Areas,” by Project Officers R. Dean and D. Merkel.
Produced for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency by the Northwest Resource Information
Center, Inc., Eagie, ID.

Chittenden, Hiram M.
1897 Report on steamboat wrecks on the Missouri River; in Appendix D of “A Report to the Chief of
Engineers, Part 6.” In Report of the Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army, for the Fiscal Year ended
June 30, 1892. Washington, DC: Government Printing Office.

Clapp. J. R.
1977 “Wildlife Habitat Kvaluation of the Unchannelized Missouri River in South Dakota.” Master’s
Thesis. South Dakota State University, Brookings, South Dakota.

Corps of Engineers, U.S. Department of the Army

Nd. Lewis and Clark Lake: Gavins Point Dam, Nebraska and South Dakota. Brochure. Government
document.
1977 Missouri River, Review Report for Water Resources Development (“Umbrella Report”.)

1980 Missouri National Recreational River, Nebraska and South Dakota: General Design
Memorandum MRR-1, Gavins Point Dam, South Dakota, to Ponca State Park, Nebraska.
Omaha, NE: Omaha District, Corps of Engineers.

1991 Personal observation, Dr. Don Becker, Plant Ecologist.

1994 Missouri River Master Water Control Manual: Review and Update Study: Draft Environmental
Impact Statement. Omaha, NE: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Missouri River Division.

1995 Personal communication. Environmental Analysis Branch, Planning Division, Omaha District,
Omaha, NE.
1996 “Missouri River Interior Least Tern and Piping Plover Population Status and Productivity

Summary.” Omaha District, Omaha, Nebraska.

1997 “Weekly Missouri River Least Tern and Piping Plover Survey Results.” Unpublished reports.
Omaha District, Omaha, Nebraska.

270



Bibliography

Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, U.S. Department of the Interior
1978 “The Missouri River, Gavins Point Dam to Ponca State Park: A Potential Addition to the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.” Draft report.

1980 Missouri National Recreational River Management Plan: Gavins Point Dam, South Dakota, to
Ponca State Park, Nebraska. Washington, D.C.
Hesse, Larry
1994 “Flora and Fauna of the Missouri River Downstream from Fort Randall Dam to the Mouth as

they Relate to the Alteration of the Hydrosystem.” Draft report on file at Nebraska Game and
Parks Commission, Lincoln, NE.

Hesse, Larry, C.W. Wolfe, and N. K. Cole
1988 “Some Aspects of Energy Flow in the Missouri River Ecosystem and a Rationale for Recovery.”
In The Missouri River: the Resources, Their Uses and Values, edited by N. G. Benson. Special
publication 8. Bethesda, MD: North Central Division AFS.

Hesse, Larry, G. E. Mestl, P. P. Sensenbaugh, P. A. Tornblom, R. J. Hollis, T. L. Nuttlemann, J. A. Vaughn, and
J. A, Harrison.
1993 Recreational Use Survey of the Missouri River in Nebraska. Dingell-Johnson project F-75-R,
Norfolk, NE: Nebraska Game and Parks Commission.

Inside Outside, Inc.
1992 Lewis and Clark State Recreation Area Master Plan. Prepared by Inside Outside, Inc., Austin,
TX.

Yankton [South Dakota] Daily Press & Dakotan
1992 “Lewis & Clark Lake Guide ‘92.” Yankton Daily Press & Dakotan, May 21, 1992.

Ludwickson, John, Donald Blakeslee, and John O’Shea
1981 Missouri National Recreational River: Native American Cultural Resources. Prepared for the
Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, U.S. Department of the Interior, by Nebraska
Historical Society. Lincoln, NE.

Moulten, Gary, ed.
1988 The Journals of the Lewis and Clark Expedition. Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press.

Wational Park Service, U.S. Department of Interior
1980 Ozark National Scenic Riverways, Missouri: Environmental Assessment / General Management

Plan. Denver, CO:Denver Service Center.

1982 Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail: Comprehensive Plan for Management and Use.
Denver, CO: Denver Service Center,

1987 History and Prehistory in the National Park System and the National History Landmarks
Program. Prepared by the History Division. Washington, DC.

1988 Management Policies. Washington, DC

1990 Natural History in the National Park System and on the National Registry of Natural
Landmarks. Natural Resource Report. Washington, DC.

27




APPENDIXES/GLOSSARY/BIBLIOGRAPHY/PREPARERS

1991a Draft Comprehensive Plan and Environmental Assessment: Western Historic Trails Center,
Council Bluffs, IA. Denver, CO: Denver Service Center.

1991b “Kiosk Plan: Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail, Nebraska: Environmental Assessment.”
Denver, CO: Denver Service Center.

1993 Floodplain Management Guidelines, July 1, 1993, as specified by Special Directive 93-4
“Revised Guidelines for NPS Floodplain Compliance.” August 11, 1993. Washington, DC.

1994a Historical Overview and Inventory of the Niobrara/Missouri National Scenic Riverways,
Nebraska / South Dakota, by Rachel Franklin, Michael Grant, and Martha Hun,. Prepared by
Midwest Regional Office, Omaha, Nebraska. Denver, CO: Denver Service Center.

1994b NPS-28, Cultural Resource Management Guideline. Washington, DC.

1994c¢ “Draft Archeological Overview and Assessment: Niobrara / Missouri National Scenic
Riverways, Nebraska and South Dakota,” by Anne M. Wolley Vawser and Alan J. Osborn,
Midwest Archeological Center, Lincoln, NE.

1995 “A Cultural Anthropological Overview of the Niobrara / Missouri National Scenic Riverways”,
by Beth R. Ritter, Robert K. Hitchcock, Michelle L. Watson, Michele Voeltz, Thomas D.
Thiessen, Oliver Froehling, Rebecca Hautzinger, Judith Campbell Miller, Michele Moray,
Leonard R. Bruguier, and Gloria Rial, Midwest Archeological Center, Lincoln, NE.

1997 “Preliminary Section 7(a) Evaluation for the Proposed New Crossing of the Missouri Naitonal
Recreational River, Vermillion-Newcastle Bridge.”

1998 Special Resource Study / Reconnaissance Survey Report: Proposed Lewis and Clark National
Recreation Area: Nebraska/South Dakota. Denver; Denver Service Center.

Natural Resource Conservation Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture
1978a Soil Survey for Dixon County, Nebraska. Prepared by U.S.D.A. Soil Conservation Service, in
Cooperation with Conservation and Survey Division of the University of Nebraska, Lincoln.
Washington, DC: Government Printing Office.

1978b Soil Survey for Union County, South Dakota. Prepared by U.S.D.A. Soil Conservation Service,
in cooperation with South Dakota Agricultural Experiment Station. Washington, DC:
Government Printing Office.

1979 Soil Survey of Yankton County, South Dakota. Prepared by U.S.D.A. Soil Conservation Service,
in Cooperation with South Dakota Agricultural Experiment Station. Washington, DC:
Government Printing Office.

1985 Soil Survey for Cedar County, Nebraska. Prepared by U.S.D.A. Soil Conservation Service, in
Cooperation with Conservation and Survey Division of the University of Nebraska, Lincoln.

Washington, DC: Government Printing Office.

Nd. Draft Soil Survey for Clay County, South Dakota. Huron, SD.

272



Bibliography

Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality

1987

1991

“Rules and Regulations for the Design, Operation and Maintenance of Septic Tanks: Title 124.”
Lincoln, NE,

“Nebraska Surface Water Quality Standards: Title 117.” Lincoln, NE.

Nebraska Energy Office and Nebraska Department of Economic Development

1994

A Network of Discovery: A Comprehensive Trails Plan for the State of Nebraska, by Martin
Shukert and Ciaccio Dennell Group. Prepared for the Nebraska Department of Economic
Development, Omaha, NE.

Nebraska Game and Parks Commission

1979

1992

N.d.

N.d.

N.d.

N.d.

N.d.

N.d.

N.d.

N.d.

State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan, Lincoln, NE.

1992 Eastern Nebraska & Western Iowa Visitor's Guide. Lincoln, NE.
Boating the Missouri. Brochure, Lincoln, NE.

Fort Atkinson: 1820-1827. Brochure. Lincoln, NE.

Mike Fritz, Plant Taxonomist, Heritage Biologist, personal communication to Larry Hesse,
Fisheries Division. Lincoln, NE.

Nebraska Camping A Guide to State and Federal Camping Areas.” Brochure. Lincoln, NE.
NEBRASKAland Magazine’s Guide to Good Fishing. Brochure. Lincoln, NE.
NEBRASKAland Magazine's Guide to Public Hunting Lands. Brochure. Lincoln, NE,
Nebraska State Parks. Brochure, Lincoln, NE.

Ponca State Park. Brochure. Lincoln, NE.

Nebraska Game and Parks Commission, Fisheries Division

1992

“Recreational Use Survey of the Missouri River in Nebraska: Summer,” prepared by Larry W.
Hesse, et al. Draft manuscript on file Denver Service Center, National Park Service, Denver, CO.

Nebraska Game and Parks Commission, Planning and Programming Division

1991a

1991b

SCORP State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan Assessment and Policy Plan 1991-1995,
Lincoln, NE.

Nebraska Wetlands Priority Plan For Inclusion in the 1991-1995 Nebraska State Comprehensive
Qutdoor Recreation Plan. By Richard A. Gersib, in cooperation with Fish and Wildlife Service.
Nebraska Game and Parks Commission, Lincoln, NE,

Northwest Resource Information Center, Inc.

1993b

“Livestock Grazing on Western Riparian Areas: Managing Change,” by project Officers: R.
Dean and D. Merkel, Produced for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency by the Northwest
Resource Information Center, Inc., Eagle, ID.

Pacific Coast American Peregrine Falcon Recovery Team

273




APPENDIXES/GLOSSARY/BIBLIOGRAPHY/PREPARERS
1982 “Pacific Coast Recovery Plan for the American Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum).”

Palmer, Tim
1993 The Wild and Scenic Rivers of America. Washington, DC: Island Press.

The River Federation. National Association for State and Local River Conservation Programs
1994 “Managing Land Along Protected Rivers.” Prepared for the National Park Service by the River
Federation, Silver Spring, MD.

South Dakota Department of Game, Fish, and Parks. Division of Parks and Recreation
N.d. South Dakota Guide to Public Fishing Waters. Brochure. Pierre, SD.

1987 South Dakota Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan. Pierre, SD.

South Dakota Geological Survey
1967 Geology and Hydrology of Clay County, South Dakota. Bulletin 19. Vermillion, SD.

1983 Test Holes Drilled for Oil and Gas in South Dakota, 1900-1983, by Mike Spilde. Vermillion,
SD.

Thompson, Jerrilyn L., and David W. Lime
1994 Analysis of Existing Information About Recreational Use for the Potential Missouri River
National Recreation Area, Saint Paul, MN: Cooperative Park Studies Unit, University of
Minnesota.

Thwaites, Reuben Gold
1959 Original Journals of the Lewis & Clark Expedition. New York: Antiquarian Press.

U.S. Department of the Interior and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
N.d. The Missouri National Recreational River Nebraska and South Dakota Public Information Fact
Sheet. Brochure. On file at the National Park Service, Denver Service Center

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, South Dakota Department of
Transportation, and Nebraska Department of Roads
1995 “Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation: South Dakota Project P 0019(20)0
PCEMS 238H; Nebraska Project STPD-57-4 (108); Missouri River Bridge Near Vermillion,
Clay County South Dakota, Cedar and Dixon Counties, Nebraska.”

U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Department of the Interior

1979 Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States, by Lewis M. Cowardin,
Virginia Carter, Francis C. Golet, and Edward T. LaRoe, Office of Biological Services.
Washington DC.

1983 Northern States Bald Eagle Recovery Plan, by James W. Grier. Minneapolis, MN.

1986a “Location of Habitat Important to Federally Listed Bird Species on the Missouri National
Recreational River.” Report prepared under contract to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers by South
Dakota Field Office, Ecological Services, Pierre, SD.

1986b Whooping Crane Recovery Plan. Albuquerque, NM.

274



Bibliography
1988 Great Lakes and Northern Great Plains Piping Plover Recovery Plan, Twin Cities, MN.
1990 Interior Population of the Least Tern (Sterna antillarum, Recovery Plan. Twin Cities, MN.

1992 “The 1991 International Piping Plover Census,” by S. M. Haig and 1. H. Plissner. Unpublished
report, Twin Cities, MN.

1993 Pallid Sturgeon Recovery Plan. Bismarck, ND.

1994 “Draft Biological Opinion on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Missouri River
Master Water Control Manual Review and Study and Operations of the Missouri River Main
Stem System.” Denver, CO, and Fort Snelling, MN,

N.d. Pallid sturgeon database. Bismarck Office, Bismarck, North Dakota.

U.S. Geological Survey, U.S. Department of the Interior
1960 Geology of the Yankton Area, South Dakota and Nebraska. Professional paper 328, Washington,
DC: Government Printing Office.

University of Nebraska. Bureau of Business Research
1993 “Description of the Demographic and Sociceconomic Characteristics of the Niobrara/Missouri
National Scenic Riverways.” Prepared for the National Park Service. Lincoln, NE.

Voorhies, Michael R., and R. G. Corner
1993a “An Inventory and Evaluation of Vertebrate Paleontological Sites Along the Niobrara/Missouri
Scenic River Corridors.” Prepared for the National Park Service by the University of Nebraska,
Lincoln, NE.

Yankton [SD] Chamber of Commerce
N.d. Yankton Magazine. Brochure. Yankton, SD.

275




PREPARERS AND CONTRIBUTORS

National Park Service

Dean Alexander, Former Chief, Planning and Environmental Quality, Midwest Regional Office, Omaha, NE
Education: B.A., geography
Experience: 5 years with the Florida Department of Community Affairs (planner); 9 years with the National
Park Service

John Austin, Resource Economist, Branch of Planning, Central Team, Denver Service Center
Education: B.S., M.E., biology, geology, forestry, and economics
Experience: 20 years with National Park Service; specializing in planning, socioeconomics, visitor use, and
computer applications

William Beteta, Outdoor Recreational Planner / Landscape Architect, Niobrara/Missouri National Scenic
Riverways

Education: B.S., landscape architecture

Experience: 7 years with the National Park Service

Sharon A, Brown, Former Interpretive Planner, Harpers Ferry Center
Education: B.S., history; M.A_, history; Ph.D., American studies
Experience: 18 years with the National Park Service

Phitip Campbell, Management Assistant, Niobrara/Missouri National Scenic Riverways
Education: B.S., Resource Development for Outdoor Recreation
Experience: 30 years with the National Park Service

Charles E. Cranfield, Former Management Assistant / Interpretive Specialist, Niobrara/Missouri National Scenic
Riverways

Education: B.A., geography

Experience; 10 years federal government, including 4 years with the National Park Service

Roberta D’ Amico, Former Interpretive Specialist / Management Assistant, Niobrara/Missouri National Scenic
Riverways
Education: B.A., environmental science/biology; M.A., environmental education
Experience: 13 years with the National Park Service; public affairs officer, Mid-Atlantic Region, park
ranger interpretation, educational program coordinator

Paul L. Hedren, Superintendent, Niobrara/Missouri National Scenic Riverways
Education: B.A., geography
Experience: 26 years with the National Park Service; 14 years as a park manager

Warren Hill, Former Superintendent, Niobrara/Missouri National Scenic Riverways, retired 1997
Education: B.A., geology
Experience: 36 years with the National Park Service

Gary Howe, Former Outdoor Recreational Planner, Niobrara/Missouri National Scenic Riverways

Education: B.S., sociology
Experience: 32 years with the National Park Service; 20 years as a park manager

276



Preparers and Contributors

Lauren W. Johnson, Resource Management Specialist, Niobrara/Missouri National Scenic Riverways
Education: B.A., botany; M.S., land resources
Experience; 4 years with the National Park Service, 5 years with the U.S. Forest Service

Holly Kirchner, Natural Resource Specialist
Education: B.A., biology
Experience: 4 years with the University of New Mexico / U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Rio Grande River
project, 3 years with the National Park Service

Carrie Maldonado, Planning Technician, Denver Service Center
Education: B.S., land resources, geographic information systems
Experience: 7 years with the National Park Service

JilLMedland, Environmental Protection Specialist, Midwest Area Field Office
Education: B.S., environmental biology and botany; M.S., environmental biology
Experience: 9 years with the National Park Service

Lynn Peterson, Natural Resource Specialist / Project Leader
Education: A.A_, conservation; B.S., forestry, recreation
Experience: 6 years with state of South Dakota; 8 years with the Bureau of Reclamation and the National
Park Service in resource planning

Diane Rhodes, Archeologist
Education: B.S., elementary education, library science, physical science; M.A., anthropology/archeclogy
Experience: 20 years with the National Park Service in compliance, history research

Kent Schwarzkopf, Former Outdoor Recreation Planner, Niobrara/Missouri National Scenic Riverways
Education: B.S., biology; M.S., geography; M.A., resource recreation management
Experience: 6 years with state parks in North Carolina and California; 10 years with the National Park
Service in planning, cooperative land management, and interpretation

Sandy Vana-Miller, Former Natural Resource Specialist
Education: B.S., ecology, ethology, and evolution; M.S., wildlife biology
Experience: 5 years with the National Park Service

State Representatives

Chuck Duncan, Retired, Division Administrator for Planning and Development
Larry Voecks, Nebraska Game and Parks Commission
Dave Johnson, South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks

County Representatives

John Cimpl, Yankton County

James Peterson, Clay County

Bob Davis, Union County

Dwain Heimes, Former, Cedar County

Fred Pinkelman, Cedar County

Palmer Lund, Former, Dixon County

Darrel Curry, Dixon County and Missouri River Bank Stabilization Association
Planning and Development District I

277




APPENDIXES/GLOSSARY/BIBLIOGRAPHY/PREPARERS
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Becky Latka, Environmental Resource Specialist, Omaha District
Education: B.S., biclogy; M.A., biclogy
Responsibility: NEPA, Endangered Species Act, natural resources

Omaha Office:
Teannine M. Nauss, Outdoor Recreation Planner, 14 years
Education: B.S., chemistry and biology

Donald A. Becker Environmental Resources Specialist, 16 years
Education: M.S. and Ph.D., botany

Yankton Office:
Mick Shea, Former Project Manager, Gavins Point Project

David A. Becker, lake Manager, Gavins Point Project, 20 years
Education: B.S., outdoor recreation resource management

LS. Fish and Wildlife Service

Dave Allardyce, Fish and Wildlife Biologist
Education: B.S., biclogy, conservation
Responsibility: Section 7 Consultation/Endangered Species Act, NEPA

CONSULTING AGENCIES

Through the course of the project, the National Park Service consulted with the following agencies and
organizations through numerous meetings of the planning team for the general management plan and/or
individual consultation:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Pierre Office
National Wetlands Inventory

U.S. Geological Survey
Denver Federal Center

Nebraska Game and Parks Commission
Natural Heritage Program at University of Nebraska ~ Lincoln
Nebraska State Parks
Fisheries Division

South Dakota Department of Game, Fish and Parks

Natural Heritage Program
Technical Services

278



Preparers and Contributors

University of Nebraska — Lincoln
Nebraska State Museum
CALMIT
Bureau of Business Research

Nebraska State Historic Preservation Office

South Dakota State Historic Preservation Office

PUBLICATION SERVICES

Beverly Boecher, Visual Information Specialist, Denver Service Center, National Park Service
Sandy Schuster, Editor, Denver Service Center, National Park Service

279




INDEX

404 permit, 24, 120

advisory, 24, 48, 135, 142-143

agriculture, 18-19, 24, 27, 37, 73-75, 105, 110-111, 119

archeological, 4, 13, 17, 28, 39-41, 44, 47, 52, 53, 55, 64, 86-88, 90-91, 107, 116, 122, 128, 135

bald eagles, 67, 79, 80

boundary, 4, 10, 14, 18-19, 23, 25, 30, 31, 33-38, 41-45, 47, 52-55, 58-60-62, 64-66, 74, 84, 88, 90-91

business, 90, 92, 101, 108, 144

camping, 30, 35, 43, 57, 62, 93, 96-98

capacity, 40, 80

Clean Water Act, 106, 133, 140

condemnation, 25, 36, 139

conservation programs, 110-111, 120, 126-127

cost, 3, 14, 18, 23, 25-26, 30, 38, 44, 48-50, 56, 62-63, 68, 96-97, 109, 114-115, 124-125, 129-130, 133, 14]

county government, 68, 114, 116, 124-125, 131

county zoning, 18-19, 35, 44, 55, 62, 114, 123

cultural landscapes, 90-91, 107, 112, 121

cultural resources, 4, 11, 13, 27, 28, 33, 35, 38-43, 47, 50, 52-55, 57-58, 61-62, 64, 67, 86, 90, 107, 112, 116,
121, 125, 128-129, 131, 135, 141

desired future conditions, 12

easements, 25, 27, 28, 35-38, 48, 53, 55, 61, 67, 111, 114, 118, 120, 123-124

endangered, 3-4, 11, 13, 16, 23-25, 28, 39, 40, 42-43, 50, 52, 55, 57-58, 63-64, 67,72, 76-78, 80-83, 94, 106,
110, 115, 119, 127, 132, 139, 141

Endangered Species Act, 16, 28, 40, 76, 106, 132, 141

facilities, 3, 4, 13-18, 24-26, 29, 33-38, 41, 44, 47-48, 53-56, 58-60, 62-65, 68, 84, 89, 93-94, 96-100, 105-106,
109, 113, 118, 126, 129, 134, 141, 266-268

feedlots, 24, 34, 37, 114

fish, 9-11, 14-18, 24, 28, 35, 38-40, 52, 57, 63, 65, 67, 72, 74-81, 83, 84, 90, 92, 65-98, 110, 119-120, 127, 132-
133, 139, 141, 143-144

Fish and Wildlife Service, 9, 16, 24, 28, 35, 38, 40, 52, 57, 64, 74, 76, 80, 83, 132-133, 139, 141, 143-144

fishing, 11-12, 18-19, 29, 35, 38, 43, 53-55, 57-58, 64, 67, 92-94, 96-100, 127-128

floodplains, 39, 51, 64, 73-74, 83-84, 106, 111, 120, 127, 133-134

fossils, 72

geology, 72, 86, 109, 118, 126

hunting, 11, 12, 19, 29, 30, 38, 43, 53-54, 57, 64-65, 67, 87, 88, 92-94, 97, 99, 100, 127, 273

information, 12, 15, 19, 28-29, 33, 36-38, 40, 42, 47, 53, 55, 58-59, 65, 67, 74, 80, 86, 91, 93-95, 100-101, 107,
110, 113, 116, 122, 128, 133, 135, 141

interpretation, 3, 29, 33, 41-43, 48, 52-58, 61-62, 64-65, 67-68, 93-94, 107, 113, 122, 128-129

land acquisition, 24, 30, 33, 36, 49, 56, 61, 68, 124

landowners, 9, 25, 28, 33-34, 36, 41, 47-48, 55, 62, 94, 106, 109-111, 118-120, 127, 139

landscape preservation, 12

law enforcement, 25, 28, 38, 41, 48, 53, 56, 58, 63, 68, 108, 110, 114, 124, 129

maintenance, 3, 9, 23, 25-27, 30, 33, 36-38, 47-49, 51-52, 56, 60, 62-64, 67, 111, 114, 116, 124-125, 127, 131

management, 3, 10, 13-16, 18, 19, 23-30, 33-41, 43, 44, 47, 48, 50-52, 54, 55, 57-59, 61, 63-64, 67-68, 83, 86,
93, 96-98, 105-107, 109-116, 118-124, 126-130, 132-135, 139-140, 142, 143

mineral resources, 72, 109, 118, 126

Missouri River, 4,9, 11, 12, 14-19, 23, 24, 27, 29, 34, 35, 37, 39, 42, 43, 47, 50-52, 54, 59-60, 71-72, 74-80, 83~
84, 86-90, 92-94, 96, 98-100, 108, 115, 133, 140, 144, 145

National Historic Preservation Act, 28, 40, 41, 44, 64, 107, 135, 142

ordinary high water mark, 37, 84

280



Index

outstandingly remarkable, 10, 17, 35

picnicking, 35, 57, 93, 99

planning, 13-17, 19, 24, 33, 35, 38, 41, 44, 49, 56, 60, 66, 86, 91, 94, 96, 106-108, 115, 118, 120-121, 127, 132,
133, 135, 139-142, 144-145

plovers, 23, 40, 67,73, 75, 78,94, 116

private property, 24, 27, 28, 30, 37, 43, 51, 55, 58-59, 62, 64, 105, 108

public involvement, 139

public land, 3, 26, 38, 39, 41, 49, 51, 54, 112

ranger, 48, 56

recreation, 3, 9-11, 14, 15, 17-19, 23, 29, 35-36, 38, 44, 47, 49, 55-56, 58-59, 61-62, 84, 90, 93-97, 99, 108,
111- 112, 114, 124, 139-141, 143

recreational use, 4, 16, 29, 33, 57, 67, 100, 105, 108, 115, 121-122, 125, 128-129, 131, 139

resource management, 3, 27, 28, 38-39, 41, 48, 50-52, 57-58, 63-64, 86

river use, 29, 53, 93, 100

section 7, 12, 17, 24, 40, 132

shoreline, 10, 17, 77-78, 99, 111, 128

significant resources, 27, 33, 52, 57

soil, 27, 67,71, 73, 74, 105, 106, 110, 118, 126, 134

staffing, 25, 49, 56, 63, 67, 128

technical assistance, 34-36, 38, 39, 44, 51-52, 64-66

terns, 23, 40, 67, 73,75, 77-78,94, 116

threatened, 3-4, 11, 13, 16, 23, 28, 39-43, 50, 52-53, 57-58, 63-64, 67, 72, 76, 80-83, 106, 110, 115, 119, 127,
132

trapping, 11, 29, 38, 43, 54, 57, 64-65, 92, 97, 100

vegetation, 34-37, 67, 72-74, 78, 84, 86, 90, 106, 110-111, 119, 126

visitor, 3, 12, 13, 25, 29, 30, 33-34, 36, 40-43, 47, 48, 50, 53-59, 61-65, 67, 68, 84, 92-96, 100-101, 105-107,
112-114, 116, 121-125, 129-131

visitor experience, 29, 41, 42, 53, 58, 65, 84, 92, 106-107, 116, 125, 131

visitor use, 3, 12-13, 29, 30, 33, 40-41, 43, 47, 50, 53-59, 61, 64-65, 67-68, 93, 100-101, 107, 112-114, 116,
121-125, 129-130

water mark, 37, 84

water resources, 9, 17, 23, 27, 30, 38, 44, 65-66, 80, 105-106, 143

whooping crane, 16, 76, 77, 81, 120

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 3, 9-10, 12, 17, 23-24, 36, 48, 142

wildlife, 4, 9-12, 14-19, 24, 28, 34, 35, 37-40, 42, 47, 50-53, 57, 63-64, 67, 74-76, 80, 83-84, 90, 92, 97-98, 100,
105-106, 110-111, 119, 120, 123, 127, 132-133, 139, 141, 143-144

zoning, 14, 18, 19, 25, 33, 35-36, 44, 48, 55, 62, 109, 112, 114, 121-123, 142

@ Printed on Secyciad Paper

*U.5. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1958-844.784 281




The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is a vital part of the Army and the engineer team
of choice responding to our Nation's needs in peace and war. The Corps has been a
significant force in the history of modern development in the United States. Corps
missions include support to military installations and military construction; hazardous,
toxic and radioactive waste cleanup; emergency management; and water resources
management. The Corps water management mission includes the operation and
maintenance of the Missouri River Main Stem Reservoir System for flood control,
irrigation, navigation, hydropower, recreation, fish and wildlife, water supply, and water
quality.

As the nation's principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has
responsibility for most of our nationally owned public lands and natural resources.
This includes fostering sound use of our land and water resources; protecting our fish,
wildlife, and biological diversity; preserving the environmental and cultural values of
our national parks and historical places; and providing for the enjoyment of life
through outdoor recreation. The department assesses our energy and mineral
resources and works to ensure that their development is in the best interests of all our
people by encouraging stewardship and citizen participation in their care. The
department also has a major responsibility for American Indian reservation
communities and for people who live inisland territories under U.S. administration.

NPSD-9A/Aug 1999
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